United States
of America

Congressional Record

th
PROCEEDINGS AND DEBATES OF THE 107 CONGRESS, SECOND SESSION

Vol. 148

WASHINGTON, TUESDAY, MAY 14, 2002

No. 61

House of Representatives

The House met at 12:30 p.m. and was
called to order by the Speaker pro tem-
pore (Mr. BOOZMAN).

———

DESIGNATION OF SPEAKER PRO
TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following commu-
nication from the Speaker:

Washington, DC, May 14, 2002.

I hereby appoint the Honorable JOHN
B0o0zMAN to act as Speaker pro tempore on
this day.

J. DENNIS HASTERT,
Speaker of the House of Representatives.

—————

MORNING HOUR DEBATES

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the order of the House of Janu-
ary 23, 2002, the Chair will now recog-
nize Members from lists submitted by
the majority and minority leaders for
morning hour debates. The Chair will
alternate recognition between the par-
ties, with each party limited to not to
exceed 30 minutes, and each Member,
except the majority leader, the minor-
ity leader, or the minority whip, lim-
ited to not to exceed 5 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from New Mexico (Mr. UDALL) for 5
minutes.

——————

STATES NEED FLEXIBILITY IN
WELFARE REFORM

Mr. UDALL of New Mexico. Mr.
Speaker, we have passed welfare re-
form out of this body; and as a result,
we are putting more people to work.
Welfare rolls have been cut in half in
many States. With these successes in
mind, now is the time to look at what
is working and what is not.

One of the biggest problems is how
reform is impacting the rural areas of
America. In rural America, where there
are not many job opportunities, we are
telling people to leave their homes and

move to the city. In rural New Mexico,
many people have been tied to the land
and their homes for generations. Forc-
ing people to move is not good public
policy, and it is undermining the vital-
ity of rural America. The solution is
flexibility for States to design their
programs, and the solution is transpor-
tation. Transportation should be a key
part of any welfare reform.

Another issue relates to the jobs peo-
ple are filling. Is this the kind of em-
ployment where an individual can
move up the economic ladder and sup-
port a family? Many times these are
minimum-wage jobs with no real fu-
ture. So we must provide meaningful
job training so that an individual not
only gets a job, but that that job opens
the doors to better future opportuni-
ties.

Welfare recipients want to work, but
they also want to take care of their
children. This is the common dilemma
faced by welfare parents, many of
whom are single mothers with chil-
dren. The last thing we should do in
the name of reform is send parents to
work and leave the children without
adequate nurturing and care. That is
why child care is a critical component
of a successful welfare reform effort.

If we have learned anything in this
reform effort, it is that States should
have the flexibility to meet the goals
of putting people to work in good jobs,
while children get good quality day-
care. Inner cities and rural areas face
enormous challenges Dbecause fre-
quently jobs do not exist nearby. With
flexibility, States have been able to
achieve big strides. Without flexibility,
States will fail in these important
tasks.

Unfortunately, the administration
bill that the House is going to consider
this week fails to recognize why we
have made progress. It undercuts the
flexibility of the States. It provides for
rigid Federal mandates which are good
political talking points, but bad public

policy. The Bush administration also
fails to recognize we are in different
times. In 1995 the economy was expand-
ing. We had unprecedented job growth.
Now we have high unemployment, and
it is sluggish growth. It is essential
that the States receive adequate re-
sources to do the job.

The administration shortchanges
these reforms at a time when State
budgets are in deficit. The administra-
tion bill imposes massive new man-
dates and additional costs on States
that cannot be met. The Congressional
Budget Office has estimated the new
work requirements in the bill will cost
the States up to $11 billion over 5
years. Yet this bill contains no new
funding.

Governors, State legislators, mayors,
welfare directors and poverty experts
have all indicated that these mandates
cannot be met. Forty-seven out of 47
States surveyed by the National Gov-
ernor’s Association indicated that the
bill requires fundamental changes in
their welfare programs. Why would an
administration which supports States
rights craft a bill with so many Federal
mandates and so little State flexi-
bility?

Just a word on how we deal with
these bills. I would urge the Republican
leadership to have a full and open de-
bate on the issue of welfare reform and
temporary assistance to needy fami-
lies. Too many times in recent days we
have taken up bills where no amend-
ments are allowed by the minority.
Many times no opposition bill is even
allowed on the floor, or a motion to re-
commit. That is not a democratic proc-
ess. It does not serve this body well. It
does not serve the country well.

Mr. Speaker, I would urge the Repub-
lican leadership to bring this bill be-
fore this body under an open rule,
allow full debate, and allow the House
to work its will.
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MARRIAGE TAX PENALTY

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the order of the House of Janu-
ary 23, 2002, the gentleman from Illi-
nois (Mr. WELLER) is recognized during
morning hour debates for 5 minutes.

Mr. WELLER. Mr. Speaker, this
week we have an important piece of
legislation which is coming to the
floor, a product of the Committee on
Ways and Means, legislation which is
entitled H.R. 4626, Encouraging Work
and Supporting Marriage Act of 2002.
Essentially this legislation does two
things: it expands and reforms the
work opportunity tax credit, a hiring
incentive to give those on welfare an
opportunity to go to work.

Yesterday, I stood with President
Bush in Chicago at the United Parcel
Service facility where he highlighted
this very program which has provided
opportunities for thousands and thou-
sands of Chicago residents to go from
welfare to work; and clearly the Work
Opportunity Tax Credit, which was a
creation of Ronald Reagan, is one of
those provisions which is working as
we see our Nation’s welfare rolls cut in
half and 9 million Americans move
from welfare to work.

The other key part of the Encour-
aging Work and Supporting Marriage
Act of 2002 is legislation which much
more quickly phases in the marriage
tax relief provisions which are part of
what we nicknamed the Bush tax cut
signed into law last year.

Over the last several years, I have
had the opportunity to come to this
floor and talk about the unfairness of
our complicated Tax Code and how our
current Tax Code historically has pun-
ished marriage, a very basic institution
in our society. In fact, I believe the
most important institution in our soci-
ety is marriage. Unfortunately, up
until President Bush’s signature sign-
ing the Bush tax cut into law, our Tax
Code punished marriage.

Let me give an example of what the
marriage tax penalty is and was. Under
our Tax Code prior to the Bush tax cut,
43 million married working couples
paid on average $1,700 more in higher
taxes just because they were married. I
do not believe that is right; I do not be-
lieve that is fair. And I am proud to
say that House Republicans made it a
priority to work with the President to
eliminate the marriage tax penalty.

I would also note what creates the
marriage tax penalty is married cou-
ples file their taxes jointly. A single
person files single and married couples
file jointly, which means there is a
combined income. If there are two in-
comes, that pushes the couple into a
higher tax bracket and in most cases
creates the marriage tax penalty.

I have a couple here from my district
I would like to introduce, Jose and
Magdalena Castillo from Joliet, Illi-
nois. They are both in the workforce.
They have a son, Eduardo, as well as a
daughter, Carolina. They paid about
$1,200 in higher taxes just because they
are married prior to the Bush tax cut.
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I think it is wrong. Thanks to the
Bush tax cut, Jose and Magdalena
Castillo of Joliet, Illinois, saw their
marriage tax penalty eliminated. Of
course, we are going to have legislation
this week which is going to help low-
and moderate-income married couples.
It will more quickly phase in so mar-
ried couples in the low- and moderate-
income range will see much quicker
marriage tax relief.

But I would also note, unfortunately
because of the arcane rules of Congress,
not of the House but of the other body,
that the Bush tax cut was forced to be
temporary which means it expires at a
certain point; and the 100 million
American taxpayers who have seen
their taxes lowered, which is everybody
who pays income taxes has seen their
income taxes lowered, and 3.9 million
families with children have been to-
tally removed from the income tax
rolls, which means thanks to the Bush
tax cut, they no longer pay income
taxes, they will see those taxes reim-
posed unless we make permanent the
Bush tax cut.

Now for couples like Jose and
Magdalena Castillo of Joliet, Illinois,
they are going to see their marriage
tax penalty reimposed; and they will be
suffering it once again unless we make
the Bush tax cut permanent.

I am proud to say that this House
under the leadership of the gentleman
from Illinois (Mr. HASTERT) and the
gentleman from California (Mr. THOM-
AS), the chairman of the Committee on
Ways and Means, and the persistence
and convictions of the House Repub-
lican majority, we have voted in the
House to make the Bush tax cut per-
manent because we do not want to see
couples such as Jose and Magdalena
Castillo of Joliet, Illinois, have to pay
that marriage tax penalty again. It is
wrong; it is unfair. And it is wrong that
under our Tax Code, married couples
paid higher taxes just because they are
married.

My hope is before the end of this year
that we will be able to obtain bipar-
tisan support in both the House and
Senate for adoption of a permanency
for the Bush tax cut, for marriage tax
penalty relief, for elimination of the
death tax, for across-the-board rate re-
ductions, for retirement savings as well
as the opportunities to save for college
education.

Those are good things; but unfortu-
nately, they are temporary. Unless we
make the Bush tax cut permanent, all
of those things, marriage tax penalty
relief, death tax repeal, retirement sav-
ings opportunities by increased con-
tributions to IRAs and 401(k)s, an op-
portunity to see taxes lowered overall
because of rate reductions for every-
one, those taxes are going to go back
up. Let us make the Bush tax cut per-
manent. Let us help couples such as
Jose and Magdalena Castillo see their
marriage tax penalty eliminated per-
manently. Let us get the Senate and
the House to make the Bush tax cut
permanent.
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RECESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 12 of rule I, the Chair de-
clares the House in recess until 2 p.m.
today.

Accordingly (at 12 o’clock and 43
minutes p.m.) the House stood in recess
until 2 p.m.

————
O 1400

AFTER RECESS

The recess having expired, the House
was called to order by the Speaker pro
tempore (Mr. PENCE) at 2 p.m.

———

PRAYER

The Chaplain, the Reverend Daniel P.
Coughlin, offered the following prayer:

Lord of history and source of benevo-
lent providence, You know the times
and govern the seasons of life; help
Your servants who work in the House
of Representatives to seize the oppor-
tunity of the present moment and give
You glory.

As Members assemble today, may
they be encouragement to one another.
May those who are dealing with illness
or the great loss of a loved one be con-
soled. Assure them, by Your spirit,
that You are with them in their every
need.

Enable the people of this Nation to
seek lasting values that will bind this
country together and bring eternal joy
to a changing world. In their desire to
accomplish Your holy will, make them
one in mind and heart, that leadership
may be honored and the diverse peoples
of this Nation may live in harmony and
take sheer delight in Your presence,
now and forever. Amen.

————
THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair has examined the Journal of the
last day’s proceedings and announces
to the House his approval thereof.

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour-
nal stands approved.

Mr. REHBERG. Mr. Speaker, pursu-
ant to clause 1, rule I, I demand a vote
on agreeing to the Speaker’s approval
of the Journal.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the Speaker’s approval
of the Journal.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

Mr. REHBERG. Mr. Speaker, I object
to the vote on the ground that a
quorum is not present and make the
point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8, rule XX, further pro-
ceedings on this question will be post-
poned.

The point of no quorum is considered
withdrawn.

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Will the
gentleman from Texas (Mr. LAMPSON)
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come forward and lead the House in the
Pledge of Allegiance.

Mr. LAMPSON led the Pledge of Alle-
giance as follows:

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God,
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all.

————

OVERDUE BOOKS AND CHILD
PORNOGRAPHY

(Mr. PITTS asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. PITTS. Mr. Speaker, I read in
the paper recently about a woman from
Hazelton, Pennsylvania, who was
thrown in jail because she had three
overdue library books. Theresa Keller’s
husband used her library card to check
out three library books 2 years ago and
never returned them. Well, not long
afterwards, Mrs. Keller found herself
living in a domestic violence shelter.
She did not even know about the
books. Nevertheless, the judge through
her in jail for several days for failing to
pay her library fines.

Now, while all of this was happening,
the Supreme Court of the United
States ruled that virtual child pornog-
raphy was legal. It seems the Supreme
Court thinks that everyone has a con-
stitutional right to child pornography
on the computer. So my question is
this: How is it that the American judi-
cial system is throwing women in jail
for overdue library books but at the
same time telling pornographers that
they are free to continue to make child
pornography on computers?

Mr. Speaker, something is
wrong here.

very

———
CHILD ONLINE PROTECTION ACT

(Mr. LAMPSON asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. LAMPSON. Mr. Speaker, again 1
digress from my story of Ludwig Koonz
who is in Italy and most anxious to re-
turn to the United States of America. I
rise to congratulate the Supreme Court
on its decision to partially uphold the
Child Online Protection Act.

The 1998 law was designed to stop
children from gaining access to sexual
material on the Internet. As the found-
er and chair of the Congressional Miss-
ing and Exploited Children’s Caucus, I
am glad to see that the Supreme Court
agreed with Congress that community
standards protecting children should be
applied to the World Wide Web.

We have seen an attack lately on the
laws designed to protect children from
pornography and exploitation, and we
all must work together to make sure
that children remain protected. I urge
Members to join the gentleman from
Florida (Mr. FOLEY) and me in our
work to protect innocent children from
the business of sex and pornography.
Please support the Child Modeling Ex-
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ploitation Act of 2002, which would ban
exploitative child modeling, banning
all Web sites that charge fees to view
models 16 years of age and under that
do not promote products or services be-
yond the child.

The children in these sites are in con-
tact with the customers through e-mail
and in some more extreme cases
through actual meetings. They put
children in great danger both psycho-
logical and physical.

I urge Members to join the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. FOLEY) and
me and work to end this horrendous
practice.

———

DON VONARX AND KEN
WHITTAKER, STARS OF LIFE

(Mr. GIBBONS asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Speaker, last
week I had a wonderful opportunity to
meet two exceptional emergency tech-
nicians from Reno, Nevada: Don
Vonarx and Ken Whittaker.

These two Reno EMTs were recently
granted the Stars of Life Award which
is the highest honor given in their pro-
fessional field. Don and Ken are tre-
mendous examples of tenacious, com-
passionate, and remarkable individuals
who have shown courage and leadership
in their professional commitment.

Whether training hundreds of emer-
gency care providers, deploying life-
saving equipment to those in need, or
designing speciality EMT classes for
people of every age, these gentlemen
have shown extraordinary success in
helping to save lives throughout Ne-
vada. Their success is reflected in both
their accomplishments and especially
in their professional and personal rela-
tionships with student and colleagues.

We are truly blessed to have both
Don Vonarx and Ken Whittaker work-
ing as emergency medical technicians
in my home town of Reno, and I am
honored to know them both.

————

HONORING THE SUFFOLK COUNTY
POLICE DEPARTMENT

(Mr. ISRAEL asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. ISRAEL. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to welcome to Washington and
into the people’s House the brave men
and women of the Suffolk County Po-
lice Department who join with us
today as part of a national commemo-
ration at the National Police Memo-
rial. And I want to thank them for the
heroic and dedicated work they do.

On September 11, my district on
Long Island lost over 102 people in the
World Trade Center attack. On Sep-
tember 11 we realized that we had
heros and heroines in our midst. It
should not have taken September 11 for
us to understand just how vitally im-
portant they are. We should celebrate
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that every day. And I am glad that the
men and women of the Suffolk County
Police Department could join us on
this day.

————

TRUTH IN DOMAIN NAMES ACT

(Mr. PENCE asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. PENCE. Mr. Speaker, the Inter-
net can be a force for good or a force
for evil. At its best the Web is used to
disseminate information and provide
educational materials to children.
Teachers and parents often encourage
children to turn to the Internet for re-
search on school projects; but certain
Web sites, Mr. Speaker, intentionally
use misleading names to lead children
into exposure to pornography.

Last week I sought to address this
problem on the Internet with H.R. 4658,
the Truth in Domain Names Act. The
bill would punish those who use mis-
leading domain names to attract chil-
dren to pornographic Internet sites,
who can be fined up to $250,000 or face
2 years in prison.

The Good Book tells us that whoever
causes one of the least of these little
ones to sin ought to have a millstone
tied around his neck. While we cannot
legislate that retribution, Mr. Speaker,
surely we can pass the Truth in Do-
main Names Act. It penalizes those
who would lead children to view this
prurient material. I urge my colleagues
in this institution to join many of us
on both sides of the aisle to support the
Truth in Domain Names Act.

———
ABOLISH NUCLEAR ARMS

(Mr. KUCINICH asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Speaker, seem-
ingly when the United States and Rus-
sia would get together to announce an
arms reduction treaty, that would be
important news for the world. I think
any time the United States and Russia
sit down and talk about what can be
done to eliminate nuclear weapons is
an important moment. However, the
announcement by President Bush and
Vladimir Putin that they will sign a
nuclear pact needs to be scrutinized
very carefully.

If you read today’s New York Times
you see they say that ‘‘the proposed
treaty sets no pace for dismantling
weapons over the next decade, as long
as the total number of strategic weap-
ons does not exceed 2,200 in 2012. It per-
mits the United States to stockpile the
dismantled weapons in a form that
would allow them to be reinstalled on
missiles or aboard nuclear armed sub-
marines in case of an ugly turn of
events with any major nuclear power.
In short, it is an agreement filled with
escape clauses.”

The only way that we can really pro-
tect the world against nuclear arms is
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to work for complete nuclear abolition.
That is something that this adminis-
tration has taken a path away from. It
has taken a path towards
deconstructing the nonproliferation
treaty towards building new nuclear
weapons and towards nuclear prolifera-
tion. This treaty that has been de-
scribed does not do anything to bring
the world one step away from the
abyss.

——
DISASTER RELIEF FOR MONTANA

(Mr. REHBERG asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. REHBERG. Mr. Speaker, I rise on
behalf of American farmers and ranch-
ers to ask this Congress to support dis-
aster relief assistance this year.

Montana’s farmers and ranchers are
entering their fifth, and some cases
their sixth, straight year of dev-
astating drought conditions. When
floods ravage the Southwest or when
hurricanes touch down along the coast-
al regions of the United States, this
Congress has acted forcefully and
rightly to offer immediate and substan-
tial financial assistance to those fami-
lies and businesses most in need.

On behalf of producers of food in
more than a dozen States suffering
from the most severe disaster condi-
tions in more than a generation, I ask
this Congress to act with equal dili-
gence to offer immediate assistance be-
fore it is finally too late.

———
HONORING THE NATIONAL GUARD

(Mr. WILSON of South Carolina
asked and was given permission to ad-
dress the House for 1 minute and to re-
vise and extend his remarks.)

Mr. WILSON of South Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, in May we celebrate National
Military Appreciation Month. This
month we are reminded to actively
honor and support all of our men and
women in uniform who voluntarily risk
their lives so we may achieve peace
through strength.

I would like to give special recogni-
tion to America’s oldest military
branch, the National Guard, which has
celebrated 365 years of service. As a son
of a World War II veteran, myself a
colonel in the South Carolina Army
National Guard and with three sons in
the military, I have seen the service
the Guard provides in defense of Amer-
ica’s homeland.

My colleagues are extraordinary peo-
ple who train year-round and are ready
at a moment’s notice to leave their
families and jobs to defend liberty. In
South Carolina we are fortunate to
have dedicated leadership with Adju-
tant General Stan Spears.

Most recently in the war against ter-
rorism, over 50,000 Guardsmen and
women have been called to duty. To-
day’s National Guard continues its his-
toric dual mission: protecting life and
property within our borders while pro-
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viding units trained, equipment, and
ready to defend the United States and
its interests all over the globe.

———

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 4 of rule I, the Speaker
signed the following enrolled bill on
Friday, May 10, 2002:

H.R. 2646, to provide for the continu-
ation of agricultural programs through
fiscal year 2007, and for other purposes.

————
0 1415

COMMUNICATION FROM THE
CLERK OF THE HOUSE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
PENCE) laid before the House the fol-
lowing communication from the Clerk
of the House of Representatives:

OFFICE OF THE CLERK,
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, DC, May 10, 2002.
HON. J. DENNIS HASTERT,
The Speaker, House of Representatives, Wash-
ington, DC.

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: Pursuant to the per-
mission granted in Clause 2(h) of Rule II of
the Rules of the U.S. House of Representa-
tives, the Clerk received the following mes-
sage from the Secretary of the Senate on
May 10, 2002 at 2:20 p.m.

That the Senate passed without amend-
ment H.R. 1840.

With best wishes, I am

Sincerely,
JEFF TRANDAHL,
Clerk of the House.

———

COMMUNICATION FROM THE HON.
JOHN E. BALDACCI, MEMBER OF
CONGRESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following commu-
nication from the Honorable JOHN E.
BALDACCI, Member of Congress:

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES,

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, DC, May 9, 2002.
Hon. J. DENNIS HASTERT,
Speaker, House of Representatives, Washington,
DC.

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: This is to formally no-
tify you pursuant to Rule VIII of the Rules
of the House that I have been served with a
subpoena for testimony and documents
issued by the Penobscot County Superior
Court, State of Maine.

After consultation with the Office of Gen-
eral Counsel, I have determined that compli-
ance with the subpoena is not consistent
with the privileges and precedents of the
House. Accordingly, I have instructed the Of-
fice of General Counsel to move to quash the
subpoena.

Sincerely,
JOHN E. BALDACCI,
Member of Congress.

———

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the provisions of clause 8 of rule
XX, the Chair announces that he will
postpone further proceedings today on
each motion to suspend the rules on
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which a recorded vote or the yeas and
nays are ordered, or on which the vote
is objected to under clause 6 of rule
XX.

Such record votes, if postponed, will
be taken after debate has concluded on
all motions to suspend the rules but
not before 6:30 p.m. today.

———

NATIONAL WILDLIFE REFUGE SYS-
TEM MAINTENANCE AND REPAIR
ACT

Mr. SOUDER. Mr. Speaker, I move to
suspend the rules and pass the bill
(H.R. 1370) to amend the National Wild-
life Refuge System Administration Act
of 1966 to authorize the Secretary of
the Interior to provide for maintenance
and repair of buildings and properties
located on lands in the National Wild-
life Refuge System by lessees of such
facilities, and for other purposes, as
amended.

The Clerk read as follows:

H.R. 1370

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. LEASES, PERMITS, AND CONTRACTS
FOR BUILDINGS, FACILITIES, AND
PROPERTIES IN THE NATIONAL
WILDLIFE REFUGE SYSTEM.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The National Wildlife
Refuge System Administration Act of 1966
(16 U.S.C. 668dd et seq.) is amended by—

(1) striking section 6 (relating to amend-
ments to other laws, which have executed);

(2) redesignating section 5 (16 U.S.C. 668ee)
as section 6; and

(3) inserting after section 4 the following:
“SEC. 5. CONCESSION CONTRACTS.

‘‘(a) CONTRACT REQUIREMENT.—(1) The Sec-
retary shall not award any concession that
authorizes a person to use any land or water
in the System for any activity described in
subsection (b), except under a contract that
complies with the requirements established
under subsection (c).

‘(2) The Secretary may not award a con-
tract required under this subsection except
under a competitive bidding process.

‘“(b) COVERED CONCESSION ACTIVITIES.—(1)
The activity referred to in subsection (a) is
any activity conducted to provide accom-
modations, facilities, or services to members
of the public who are visiting lands or waters
in the System, for the purpose of providing
such visitors recreational, educational, or in-
terpretive enjoyment of lands or waters in
the System.

‘(2) Such activity does not include—

““(A) any activity carried out under a pro-
curement contract, grant agreement, or co-
operative agreement required under chapter
63 of title 31, United States Code;

‘(B) the performance of volunteer services;
and

‘(C) any activity by a governmental enti-
ty.
‘‘(c) STANDARDIZED CONTRACT.—(1) The Sec-
retary, acting through the Director, shall
issue regulations that establish a standard-
ized contract for purposes of subsection (a).

‘“(2) Regulations under this subsection
shall authorize a contract to use a provision
other than those specified by the regulations
only if—

““(A) the provision addresses extenuating
circumstances that are specific to a refuge or
the contract; and

‘(B) the provision is approved by the Di-
rector in writing.

‘“(3) Regulations under this subsection
shall require in each contract provisions
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that require that any activity conducted in
the System under the contract—

“(A) must be a compatible use; and

‘(B) must be designed to—

‘(i) conserve the natural and cultural re-
sources of the System;

‘“(ii) facilitate the enjoyment of the lands
and waters of the System by visitors to the
System; and

‘‘(iii) enhance the such visitors’ knowledge
of the natural resources of the System.

‘(d) MAINTENANCE AND REPAIR.—(1) Not-
withstanding any other provision of law, the
Secretary shall include, in each contract
that authorizes a person to use any land or
water in the System for any activity de-
scribed in subsection (b), provisions that—

‘“(A) authorize the person to maintain or
repair any improvement on or in such land
or water that the person is authorized to use
for such activity; and

“(B) treat costs incurred by the person for
such maintenance or repair as consideration
otherwise required to be paid to the United
States for such use.

¢“(2) This subsection does not authorize any
maintenance or repair that is not directly
related to an activity described in subsection
(b) that is authorized by the contract.

‘“(3) The United States shall retain title to
all property that is maintained or repaired
under this subsection.

‘“(e) NO COMPENSABLE INTEREST.—Nothing
in this Act shall be considered to convey to
any person any right to compensation for—

‘(1) the value of any maintenance activi-
ties, repairs, construction, or improvements
on or in land or water in the System; or

‘(2) buildings, facilities, fixtures, and non-
movable equipment that the person is au-
thorized to use under this Act.

*(f) EXPENDITURE OF FEES AND OTHER PAY-
MENTS.—(1) Amounts received by the United
States as fees or other payments required
under any agreement, lease, permit, or con-
tract for use of real property located in an
area in the System shall be available to the
Secretary for expenditure in accordance with
this subsection, without further appropria-
tion.

‘“(2) Amounts available for expenditure
under this subsection may only be used—

‘“(A) at the refuge or refuge complex with
respect to which the amounts were received
as fees or other payments;

‘“(B) to increase the quality of the visitor
experience; and

“(C) for purposes of—

‘(i) backlogged repair and maintenance
projects (including projects relating to
health and safety);

‘“(ii) interpretation, signage, habitat, or fa-
cility enhancement;

‘‘(iii) resource protection and preservation;
or

‘(iv) administration of agreements, leases,
permits, and contracts from which such
amounts are derived.

‘“(3) Paragraph (1) shall not affect the ap-

plication of the Act of June 15, 1935 (chapter
261; 16 U.S.C. 7156s), commonly referred to as
the Refuge Revenue Sharing Act, to amounts
referred to in paragraph (1) that are not ex-
pended by the Secretary under paragraph
Q..
(b) APPLICATION.—Section 5(a) of the Na-
tional Wildlife Refuge System Administra-
tion Act of 1966, as amended by this section,
shall apply only with respect to a concession
that is—

(1) first awarded after the date of the publi-
cation of regulations under section 5(c) of
the National Wildlife Refuge System Admin-
istration Act of 1966, as amended by this sec-
tion; or

(2) renewed after the end of the 3-year pe-
riod beginning on the date of the enactment
of this Act.
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(c) DEADLINE FOR REGULATIONS ESTAB-
LISHING STANDARDIZED CONTRACT REQUIRE-
MENTS.—The Secretary of the Interior shall
issue regulations under section 5(c) of the
National Wildlife Refuge System Adminis-
tration Act of 1966, as amended by this sec-
tion, by not later than 18 months after the
date of the enactment of this Act.

(d) COMPREHENSIVE CONSERVATION PLAN
REQUIREMENT.—Section 4(e) of the National
Wildlife Refuge System Administration Act
of 1966 (16 U.S.C. 668dd) is amended by adding
at the end the following:

‘“(6) The Secretary shall include, in the
comprehensive conservation plan for each
refuge under this subsection, a description of
the activities that may be conducted in the
refuge, and the lands, waters, and facilities
of the refuge that may be used, under conces-
sion contracts awarded under section 5(a).”.

(e) PRIOR AMENDMENTS NOT AFFECTED.—
Nothing in this section shall be construed to
affect any amendment made by section 6 of
the National Wildlife Refuge System Admin-
istration Act of 1966, as in effect before the
enactment of this Act, or any provision of
law amended by such section.

(f) ANNUAL REPORT ON NATIONAL WILDLIFE
REFUGE CONCESSIONS.—

(1) REPORTING REQUIREMENT.—The National
Wildlife Refuge System Administration Act
of 1966 (16 U.S.C. 668dd et seq.) is further
amended by adding at the end the following:
“SEC. 7. ANNUAL REPORT ON CONCESSION AC-

TIVITIES IN THE SYSTEM.

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall sub-
mit by December 31 each year, to the Com-
mittee on Resources of the House of Rep-
resentatives and the Committee on Environ-
ment and Public Works of the Senate, a re-
port on concessions activities conducted in
the System.

“(b) CONTENTS.—Each report under this
section shall describe the following with re-
spect to the period covered by the report:

‘(1) The number of refuge units in which
concessions activities were conducted.

‘“(2) The names and descriptions of services
offered in the System by each conces-
sionaire.

‘“(3) A listing of the different types of legal
arrangements under which concessionaires
operated in the System, including contracts,
memoranda of understanding, permits, let-
ters of agreement, and other arrangements.

‘“(4) Amounts of fees or other payments re-
ceived by the United States with respect to
such activities from each concessionaire, and
the portion of such funds expended for pur-
poses under this Act.

‘“(5) An accounting of the amount of mon-
ies deposited into the fund established by
section 401 of the Act of June 15, 1935 (chap-
ter 261; 16 U.S.C. T15s), popularly known as
the refuge revenue sharing fund, and of the
balance remaining in the fund at the end of
the reporting period.

‘“(6) A listing of all concession contracts
and other arrangements that were termi-
nated or not renewed within the reporting
period.

“(M A summary of all improvements in vis-
itor services in the System that were com-
pleted by concessionaires and volunteers
during the reporting period.

‘“(8) A summary of all backlogged repair
and maintenance, facility enhancement, and
resource preservation projects completed by
concessionaires and volunteers during the re-
porting period.”’.

(2) DEADLINE FOR FIRST REPORT.—The Sec-
retary of the Interior shall submit the first
report under the amendment made by para-
graph (1) by not later than 1 year after the
date of the enactment of this Act.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from In-
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diana (Mr. SOUDER) and the gentle-
woman from the Virgin Islands (Mrs.
CHRISTENSEN) each will control 20 min-
utes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Indiana (Mr. SOUDER).

Mr. SOUDER. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

President Theodore Roosevelt fos-
tered a conservation legacy when in
1903 he established the first national
wildlife refuge, the Pelican Island Na-
tional Wildlife Refuge. It was the first
time the Federal Government set aside
land just for the sake of wildlife. It has
now become the National Wildlife Ref-
uge System and includes more than 530
refuges and thousands of waterfowl
production areas.

Americans have a passion for their
land, and national wildlife refuges em-
body this unique American tradition of
public land protection and stewardship.
By visiting and supporting national
wildlife refuges, Americans will experi-
ence those feelings that God provides
us, peace, solitude, comfort, safety and
a sense of something greater than our-
selves.

National wildlife refuges protect
America’s last wild places. They are
the only Federal public lands where
protecting fish and wildlife habitat is
the first priority.

National wildlife refuges are Amer-
ica’s outdoor classroom. Several mil-
lion students and adults learn each
year about the natural world on na-
tional wildlife refuges.

National wildlife refuges are the cor-
nerstone of many local economies.
Many refuges are tourist destinations,
and that means dollars spent in sur-
rounding communities. It is estimated
that visitors to refuges spend over $400
million annually in local economies.

National wildlife refuges help main-
tain our heritage by providing places
for present and future generations to
hunt, fish and connect with the out-
doors.

America’s commitment to the Na-
tional Wildlife Refuge System makes it
the world’s leader in wildlife conserva-
tion. Next year’s Centennial of the Na-
tional Wildlife Refuge System will cel-
ebrate America’s tradition of wildlife
conservation.

As the author of this bill before us, I
am Dpleased that the House is now
poised to establish a new concession
policy for our National Wildlife Refuge
System. It was during one of our fam-
ily visits to Sanibel Island to the Ding
Darling National Wildlife Refuge that I
first learned and discovered that the
facilities and equipment used by con-
cessionaires were generally not in as
good a condition as they should be, and
in some cases in dire shape. Refuge
manager Lou Hinds spent many hours
with me there and since explaining in
detail the problems that we have been
facing in our national wildlife refuges.

Under current law, the Fish and
Wildlife Service is prohibited from
using funds paid by a concessionaire to
maintain or repair refuge structures.
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Furthermore, with a maintenance
backlog of over $630 million, property
used for a concession operation will
never become a priority.

During committee consideration, we
learned there are about 20 wildlife ref-
uges that offer various concession serv-
ices to the visiting public. These serv-
ices range from canoe rentals, book-
stores, nature guides and ferries to re-
mote refuge areas. In almost every case
concessionaires are using property
owned by the Fish and Wildlife Service
that is in poor condition.

In addition, refuge managers have
signed a number of creative legal ar-
rangements with concessionaires.
These have included contracts, special
use permits, leases and cooperative
agreements. In some cases, these agree-
ments stipulate the obligations of each
party, but regrettably these details are
lacking in a majority of those arrange-
ments. This means that decisions can
be arbitrary by the refuge manager at
times or, in fact, concessionaires could
damage essential habitat.

This legislation will solve those prob-
lems by establishing for the first time
a workable, consistent and defensible
refuge concession policy. Under H.R.
1370, the Fish and Wildlife Service will
be allowed to credit a concessionaire
for any fees they pay in the future.
This money will be retained at the
local refuge and it can be used to build,
maintain and repair structural prob-
lems, to restore habitat and to protect
refuge resources. The Service will de-
termine if a certain repair is necessary,
and they will obtain estimates for any
proposed work.

In addition, the bill requires the Di-
rector of the Fish and Wildlife Service
to establish a standardized concession
contract within 18 months of the enact-
ment of this bill. This contract will be
used by all new and existing conces-
sionaires in the future.

This provision provides consistency
throughout the refuge system, stipu-
lates that contracts are issued under a
competitive bidding process and clari-
fies the financial obligations that an
entrepreneur must agree to before un-
dertaking a concession.

Finally, the bill requires an annual
report on the number of refuge units
with concessions, a description of serv-
ices offered, an accounting of fees paid
by the concessionaires and a summary
of all improvements made in both vis-
itor services and structures within the
refuge system. This is similar to the
concessions policy Congress developed
and passed and is now law regarding
our National Park System. It is way
past time that we do the same for our
Fish and Wildlife System.

I believe this legislation will encour-
age improvements within our refuge
system. It will foster the growth of ad-
ditional concession services, and it will
enhance the public’s ability to appre-
ciate the natural wonders of our Na-
tional Wildlife Refuge System.

I want to thank all of my colleagues,
especially the subcommittee chairman,
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the gentleman from Maryland (Mr.
GILCHREST), for their hard work on this
important legislation, and I urge an
aye vote on H.R. 1370.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mrs. CHRISTENSEN. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

(Mrs. CHRISTENSEN asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Mrs. CHRISTENSEN. Mr. Speaker,
the bill that is before the House today
is considerably different than the legis-
lation introduced last year. It reflects
the hard work of my colleague the gen-
tleman from Indiana (Mr. SOUDER) and
the careful consideration of the Com-
mittee on Resources, and as presently
amended, H.R. 1370 has the potential to
enhance the visiting public’s experi-
ence at our national wildlife refuges. I
urge my colleagues to support this leg-
islation.

The National Wildlife Refuge System
is presently saddled with a significant
$1.3 billion operations and maintenance
budget backlog. Concessionaires which
operate in the refuges and offer a wide
variety of services, such as we have
heard, are uniquely affected by this
backlog.

Presently, most concessionaires pay
annual franchise fees to the National
Wildlife Refuge Fund. The U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service, which runs the
refuge system and owns the land and
facilities, is responsible for maintain-
ing all facilities. However, the Service
gives low priority to concessionaire fa-
cilities when faced with other com-
peting budget demands within the sys-
tem. This inferior status leaves conces-
sionaire facilities lacking and discour-
ages concessionaires from wusing the
refuges and providing services to visi-
tors.

This legislation would allow the con-
cessionaires to make necessary main-
tenance repairs or visitor facility im-
provements in lieu of cash payments
for concession fees and would address
simultaneously the budget backlog and
improve the quality of visitor facili-
ties.

The scope of this new permissive au-
thority has been limited to mainte-
nance backlog projects and other types
of small scale improvement projects
that increase the visitor’s experience.
Also, repairs or improvements would be
required to be made at the refuge or
refuge complex where the concession
operates. I note that this legislation
would not authorize the construction
of any new facilities.

H.R. 1370 has been further amended
to address the presently haphazard ad-
ministrative process by which the
Service permits concessionaires to op-
erate within the refuge system. This
legislation would require the Service
to develop a new standardized conces-
sion contract for all national wildlife
refuge concession activities. All con-
cession operations would be required to
be enrolled under these new contracts
within 3 years.
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The Service also will be required to
award all contracts through competi-
tive bidding, although the bill would
exempt small scale retail operations
run by nonprofit volunteer organiza-
tions, and to ensure accountability the
Service will be required to forward to
Congress an annual oversight report on
all concession contract activities.

Perhaps most important, the bill has
been amended to specify that all title
interests to property and facilities and
any interest in repairs or improve-
ments made by concessionaires will re-
main with the Federal Government.
Furthermore, H.R. 1370 states explic-
itly that concessionaires do not ac-
quire any compensable interest in the
property and facilities they operate or
in any repair or improvement they
might make.

In closing, H.R. 1370 will provide ad-
ditional financial flexibility to address
the chronic maintenance backlog hin-
dering visitor services at numerous ref-
uges. This legislation will bring much
needed coherence to the administra-
tion of concession contracts, enhance
the public’s enjoyment and apprecia-
tion of our National Wildlife Refuge
System and prevent the future estab-
lishment of concession activities that
are incompatible with the refuge sys-
tem’s wildlife first mission.

I want to once again commend our
colleague the gentleman from Indiana
(Mr. SOUDER) on this legislation. I urge
Members to support it and to improve
our national wildlife refuges.

Mr. Speaker, I have no further speak-
ers, and I yield back the balance of my
time.

Mr. SOUDER. Mr. Speaker, I yield
back the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Indiana (Mr.
SOUDER) that the House suspend the
rules and pass the bill, H.R. 1370, as
amended.

The question was taken; and (two-
thirds having voted in favor thereof)
the rules were suspended and the bill,
as amended, was passed.

The title of the bill was amended so
as to read: ‘““A bill to amend the Na-
tional Wildlife Refuge System Admin-
istration Act of 1966 to establish re-
quirements for the award of conces-
sions in the National Wildlife Refuge
System, to provide for maintenance
and repair of properties located in the
System by concessionaires authorized
to use such properties, and for other
purposes.’.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

———

NUTRIA ERADICATION AND
MARSHLAND RESTORATION ACT

Mr. SOUDER. Mr. Speaker, I move to
suspend the rules and pass the bill
(H.R. 4044) to authorize the Secretary
of the Interior to provide assistance to
the State of Maryland for implementa-
tion of a program to eradicate nutria
and restore marshland damaged by nu-
tria, as amended.
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The Clerk read as follows:
H.R. 4044

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. FINDINGS AND PURPOSES.

(a) FINDINGS.—The Congress finds the fol-
lowing:

(1) Wetlands and tidal marshes of the
Chesapeake Bay and in Louisiana provide
significant cultural, economic, and ecologi-
cal benefits to the Nation.

(2) The South American nutria (Myocastor
coypus) is directly contributing to substan-
tial marsh loss in Maryland and Louisiana
on Federal, State, and private land.

(3) Traditional harvest methods to control
or eradicate nutria have failed in Maryland
and have had limited success in the eradi-
cation of nutria in Louisiana. Consequently,
marsh loss is accelerating.

(4) The nutria eradication and control pilot
program authorized by Public Law 105-322 is
to develop new and effective methods for
eradication of nutria.

(b) PURPOSE.—The purpose of this Act is to
authorize the Secretary of the Interior to
provide financial assistance to the State of
Maryland and the State of Louisiana for a
program to implement measures to eradicate
or control nutria and restore marshland
damaged by nutria.

SEC. 2. NUTRIA ERADICATION PROGRAM.

(a) GRANT AUTHORITY.—The Secretary of
the Interior (in this section referred to as
the ‘“‘Secretary’’), subject to the availability
of appropriations, may provide financial as-
sistance to the State of Maryland and the
State of Louisiana for a program to imple-
ment measures to eradicate or control nutria
and restore marshland damaged by nutria.

(b) GoAaLs.—The goals of the program shall
be to—

(1) eradicate nutria in Maryland;

(2) eradicate or control nutria in Louisiana
and other States; and

(3) restore marshland damaged by nutria.

(c) ACTIVITIES.—In the State of Maryland,
the Secretary shall require that the program
consist of management, research, and public
education activities carried out in accord-
ance with the document published by the
United States Fish and Wildlife Service enti-
tled ‘“‘Eradication Strategies for Nutria in
the Chesapeake and Delaware Bay Water-
sheds”, dated March 2002.

(d) COST SHARING.—

(1) FEDERAL SHARE.—The Federal share of
the costs of the program may not exceed 75
percent of the total costs of the program.

(2) IN-KIND CONTRIBUTIONS.—The non-Fed-
eral share of the costs of the program may be
provided in the form of in-kind contributions
of materials or services.

(e) LIMITATION ON ADMINISTRATIVE EX-
PENSES.—Not more than 5 percent of finan-
cial assistance provided by the Secretary
under this section may be used for adminis-
trative expenses.

(f) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
For financial assistance under this section,
there is authorized to be appropriated to the
Secretary $4,000,000 for the State of Mary-
land program and $2,000,000 for the State of
Louisiana program for each of fiscal years
2003, 2004, 2005, 2006, and 2007.

SEC. 3. REPORT.

No later than 6 months after the date of
the enactment of this Act, the Secretary and
the National Invasive Species Council shall—

(1) give consideration to the 2002 report for
the Louisiana Department of Wildlife and
Fisheries titled ‘‘Nutria in Louisiana’, and
the 2002 document entitled ‘‘Eradication
Strategies for Nutria in the Chesapeake and
Delaware Bay Watersheds’’; and
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(2) develop, in cooperation with the State
of Louisiana Department of Wildlife and
Fisheries and the State of Maryland Depart-
ment of Natural Resources, a long-term nu-
tria control or eradication program, as ap-
propriate, with the objective to significantly
reduce and restore the damage nutria cause
to coastal wetlands in the States of Lou-
isiana and Maryland.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from In-
diana (Mr. SOUDER) and the gentle-
woman from the Virgin Islands (Mrs.
CHRISTENSEN) each will control 20 min-
utes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Indiana (Mr. SOUDER).

Mr. SOUDER. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

The sponsor of this legislation, the
gentleman from Maryland (Mr.
GILCHREST), the Subcommittee on
Fisheries Conservation, Wildlife and
Oceans chairman, has been working on
this issue for many years. In fact, in
1998 Congress enacted a law he spon-
sored that created the Maryland Nutria
Control Pilot Project, and let me brief-
ly, for those who are not aware, as I
was not, this is a nutria. It is basically
a South American, somewhat of an
overgrown rat, smaller sized ground-
hog, but it is a nonnative species that
is destroying the environment in cer-
tain areas of our country.

Since that time, Federal, State and
local partners have worked together to
develop an effective strategy on how to
address the tremendous amount of en-
vironmental destruction that is being
caused by an increasing population of a
semi-aquatic, non-native rodent known
as nutria. This partnership has con-
ducted various studies on the rate of
wetland destruction, the reproductive
capacity of nutria and alternatives to
control or eradicate this species from
the Blackwater National Wildlife Ref-
uge, the Fishing Bay Wildlife Manage-
ment Area and Tudor Farms.

The results of the environmental im-
pact studies were shocking. Nutria
have no natural predators in Maryland
and they have already consumed nearly
half of the wetland marshlands at the
Blackwater National Wildlife Refuge.
The remaining acreage is in serious
peril. Unless nutria are stopped, they
will continue to destroy wetlands at
Blackwater, the other eight wildlife
refuges on the Delmarva Peninsula and
marshlands throughout the Atlantic
Coast. One of the problems we have
often in the Fish and Wildlife Service
is when the action of humans alter the
environment, such as bringing in non-
native species, we often have to inter-
vene to bring back the national envi-
ronment which would be destroyed.

H.R. 4044 will authorize Public Law
105-322, and it will implement the next
step in the process, which is the eradi-
cation of nutria and the restoration of
wetlands which are vital to the sur-
vival of millions of migratory water-
fowl, bald and golden eagles and the
neotropical songbirds. In their testi-
mony, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Serv-
ice stated that: ‘“The Service recog-
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nizes the need to continue cooperative
efforts to eradicate nutria in the
Chesapeake Bay region and will con-
tinue its commitment as a key Federal
member of the nutria eradication part-
nership.”

At the full committee markup of this
legislation, the gentleman from Lou-
isiana (Mr. TAUZIN) successfully offered
an amendment to expand the scope of
this measure to address nutria in the
State of Louisiana. According to the
Louisiana Department of Wildlife and
Fisheries, these pesky rodents have
damaged or destroyed over 100,000 acres
of wetlands in their State. Despite ex-
tensive efforts and the consumption of
thousands of nutria by American alli-
gators, Louisiana’s attempt to control
their growing nutria population have
proven ineffective.

Under the terms of the modified bill,
the Secretary of the Interior will un-
dertake steps to control or eradicate
nutria in the two States and together
with the National Invasive Species
Council develop a long-term nutria
control and eradication program.

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 4044 is a carefully
crafted bill that will help to solve a se-
rious problem facing Maryland’s BEast-
ern Shore and Louisiana’s marshlands.
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Furthermore, it will serve as a model
for other States that may face the
prospect of having to fight against an
invading population of nutria. I urge
an ‘‘aye’ vote on H.R. 4044.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mrs. CHRISTENSEN. Mr. Speaker, 1
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

(Mrs. CHRISTENSEN asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Mrs. CHRISTENSEN. Mr. Speaker, I
rise in support of H.R. 4044, legislation
that would authorize financial assist-
ance to the States of Maryland and
Louisiana to support efforts to eradi-
cate nutria and restore marshland eco-
systems.

There is little doubt that nutria, a
large member of the rodent family in-
troduced from South America into the
United States in the 1930s, has signifi-
cantly ruined or destroyed coastal wet-
land habitats in both Maryland and
Louisiana.

The range of distribution of this
invasive species continues to expand
ominously as it searches out new
marsh habitat for forage, shelter, and
breeding. The need for direct action to
address this environmental threat is
real and compelling.

H.R. 4044 builds upon the measured
success of a pilot program authorized
in 1998 which helped develop new meth-
ods and strategies for the eradication
of nutria and the Chesapeake and Dela-
ware Bay watersheds.

It is hoped that the management, re-
search, and public outreach activities
authorized in this bill will enable wild-
life biologists in both Maryland and
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Louisiana to finally get a handle on
controlling the widespread environ-
mental damage caused by this noxious
aquatic pest.

I urge Members also to support this
important invasive-species legislation.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. SOUDER. I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

Mrs. CHRISTENSEN. Mr. Speaker, I
have no further requests for time, and
I yield back the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
PENCE). The question is on the motion
offered by the gentleman from Indiana
(Mr. SOUDER) that the House suspend
the rules and pass the bill, H.R. 4044, as
amended.

The question was taken; and (two-
thirds having voted in favor thereof)
the rules were suspended and the bill,
as amended, was passed.

The title of the bill was amended so
as to read:

““A bill to authorize the Secretary of the
Interior to provide assistance to the State of
Maryland and the State of Louisiana for im-
plementation of a program to eradicate or
control nutria and restore marshland dam-
aged by nutria, and for other purposes.”.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

———

WACO MAMMOTH SITE AREA
INTERIOR STUDY ACT

Mr. SOUDER. Mr. Speaker, I move to
suspend the rules and pass the bill
(H.R. 1925) to direct the Secretary of
the Interior to study the suitability
and feasibility of designating the Waco
Mammoth Site Area in Waco, Texas, as
a unit of the National Park System,
and for other purposes, as amended.

The Clerk read as follows:

H.R. 1925

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. STUDY AND REPORT REGARDING
WACO MAMMOTH SITE AREA.

(a) STUDY.—The Secretary of the Interior, in
consultation with the State of Texas, the city of
Waco, and other appropriate organizations,
shall carry out a special resource study regard-
ing the national significance, suitability, and
feasibility of designating the Waco Mammoth
Site Area located in the city of Waco, Texas, as
a unit of the National Park System.

(b) STUDY PROCESS AND COMPLETION.—Section
8(c) of Public Law 91-383 (16 U.S.C. Ia-5(c))
shall apply to the conduct and completion of the
study required by this section.

(c) SUBMISSION OF STUDY RESULTS.—Not later
than 3 years after funds are first made available
for this section, the Secretary shall submit to the
Committee on Resources of the House of Rep-
resentatives and the Committee on Energy and
Natural Resources of the Senate a report de-
scribing the results of the study.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from In-
diana (Mr. SOUDER) and the gentle-
woman from the Virgin Islands (Mrs.
CHRISTENSEN) each will control 20 min-
utes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Indiana (Mr. SOUDER).

Mr. SOUDER. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.
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H.R. 1925, introduced by my friend
and colleague, the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. EDWARDS), would direct the
Secretary of the Interior to study the
suitability and feasibility of desig-
nating the Waco Mammoth Site Area
in Waco, Texas, as a unit of the Na-
tional Park System.

Located near the confluence of the
Brazos and Bosque Rivers, the Mam-
moth Site has become internationally
known, as it contains the remains of
the largest known herd of Colombian
mammoths, warm weather cousins to
the wooly mammoth, dying from the
same event. To date, 22 mammoths
have been found at the site that date
back 28,000 years.

Mr. Speaker, this bill is supported by
the majority and minority of the com-
mittee. In addition, the bill is sup-
ported by the administration, with the
ongoing caveat that the maintenance
backlog be addressed first.

I would like to add my personal con-
gratulations and interest in this. When
I was student body president at Indiana
Purdue, Fort Wayne, through the geol-
ogy club they promoted the nickname
“The Mastedons.” It was my honor to
drive through, over the objection of
many, mastedons as the school name,
which has stood for over 30 years. They
are kind of big cousins to the
mammoths.

So I am glad to see we are working to
preserve this site so that we can have
this for future generations to under-
stand better the natural processes that
occurred in this country and the crea-
tures that were here before us. So, Mr.
Speaker, I urge my colleagues to sup-
port H.R. 1925, as amended.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mrs. CHRISTENSEN. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 1925, introduced by
my good friend and colleague, the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. EDWARDS), di-
rects the Secretary of the Interior to
study the suitability and feasibility of
designating the Waco Mammoth Site
in Waco, Texas, as a unit of the Na-
tional Park System.

The Waco Mammoth Site is believed
to contain the remains of the largest
concentration of mammoths killed dur-
ing a single event. The site is located
close to the confluence of the Brazos
and Bosque Rivers near the city of
Waco, Texas. The discovery of these
mammoth remains has received inter-
national attention and Baylor Univer-
sity in the City of Waco have been
working to protect the site.

In hearings before the Committee on
Resources, we received testimony on
the unique paleontological resources
found on this site. The study called for
by H.R. 1925 will examine what role, if
any, that the National Park Service
can play in the protection and inter-
pretation of these unique resources.

Mr. Speaker, I want to commend my
colleague, the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. EDWARDS). I support the bill, as
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amended, and look forward to its pas-
sage by the House today.

Mr. Speaker, I yield such time as he
may consume to the sponsor of the bill,
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. ED-
WARDS).

Mr. EDWARDS. Mr. Speaker, I want
to first thank the gentlewoman from
the Virgin Islands (Mrs. CHRISTENSEN)
for yielding me this time and for her
courtesy and leadership on this legisla-
tion. I also want to commend and
thank my colleague, the gentleman
from Indiana (Mr. SOUDER), for his
courtesies, his comments, as well as his
leadership and long understanding of
the importance of these types of his-
toric sites in our country as a way to
educate future generations of young
people in America about our history.

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 1925 is called the
Waco Mammoth Site Study Bill; and as
mentioned, it authorizes the study by
the National Park Service to consider
including the Waco Mammoth Site as a
unit in the National Park System.
Since there are numerous different des-
ignations in the National Park System,
one of the goals of this study would be
to determine the best fit for this his-
toric site.

Mr. Speaker, as we have also heard,
the Waco Mammoth Site is the largest
concentration in the world of pre-
historic mammoths dying from the
same event. That is what makes this
particular site unique and so histori-
cally significant. It is located within
the city limits of Waco, Texas, my
hometown, which also happens to be a
suburb of the community of Crawford,
Texas, a well-known central Texas
community today. It is located at the
confluence of the Brazos and Bosque
Rivers.

The site was first discovered in 1978;
and since 1984, Calvin Smith, director
of the Strecker Museum at Baylor Uni-
versity, has been leading the effort to
discovering the bones of now, I think
there are even up to 24 mammoths so
far. We would not be here today had it
not been for the vision and dedication
of Calvin Smith, and I want to thank
him for his role in this legislation.

What makes this site unique, as I
mentioned, is the fact that so many, in
fact this could be twice the size of any
previous mammoth deaths at any one
site for any one given cause. What I
find absolutely fascinating about it is
that in the mud, again considering this
was 28,000 years ago, we now have the
remains of a 55-year-old bull and a 45-
year-old female mammoth as they
tried to lift their young calves above
the flood that consumed them all. It is
my understanding that this is the first
known recording in history of parental
instincts being shown in a prehistoric
setting such as this.

This discovery has received world-
wide attention. Experts such as Dr.
Gary Haynes at the University of Ne-
vada at Reno have said this site is a
valuable and unique treasure that
should not be lost. Dr. Haynes states
the mammoth site, and I quote, ‘‘is a
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part of America’s rich heritage from
the far past, when a much more diverse
animal community populated the con-
tinent.”

This site can be valued as a learning
tool for school children across Texas
and our country, as well as a site for
study by professionals. Mr. Speaker, I
ask the House to approve this bill, thus
bringing an invaluable archeological
find one step closer to being part, as I
hope, and as it should, a unit of the Na-
tional Park System.

I thank all of my colleagues for their
courtesy, again, their leadership; and
finally, Mr. Speaker, if I could just say
that nothing ever happens positive in
this country or in this Congress with-
out a real team effort, and there were
a lot of folks back home as well as here
in Washington that worked on this. I
want to thank the gentleman from
Utah (Mr. HANSEN), the chairman of
the Committee on Resources, for his
support; the gentleman from West Vir-
ginia (Mr. RAHALL), the ranking mem-
ber, for his support; the gentleman
from California (Mr. RADANOVICH); the
gentleman from Colorado (Mr.
HEFLEY); the gentlewoman from the
Virgin Islands (Mrs. CHRISTENSEN); and
the gentleman from Indiana (Mr.
SOUDER). Again, we would not be here
today without their leadership.

And back home, those who first had
this vision and have worked to protect
this site for years without Federal help
so far, the city of Waco, its leadership,
represented by Mayor Linda Etheridge
and the Waco City Council and staff;
people such as Margaret Mills; my
friend Sam Jack McGlassen, now dis-
eased, who originally donated this
property to the city of Waco, Baylor
University, for its important role in
this effort; and people such as Allen
Samuels and Mr. and Mrs. Buddy
Bostick and so many others, who care
about preserving our important history
for future generations.

I urge, Mr. Speaker, the House to
vote in support of H.R. 1925.

Mrs. CHRISTENSEN. Mr. Speaker, I
have no further requests for time, and
I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. SOUDER. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume to
conclude by saying that we are looking
forward to seeing the continuing devel-
opment and study by the National
Park Service. Our National Park Serv-
ice is not just great wild places; it is
also important cultural and archeo-
logical finds, such as Dinosaur Na-
tional Park, such as Mesa Verde, and
other types of archeological finds.

This also proves that Texas not only
has the biggest cattle, they at one time
had the big mammoths. Even before
there were people, they had huge mam-
moth ranches, apparently.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance
of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Indiana (Mr.
SOUDER) that the House suspend the
rules and pass the bill, H.R. 1925, as
amended.
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The question was taken; and (two-
thirds having voted in favor thereof)
the rules were suspended and the bill,
as amended, was passed.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

———

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. SOUDER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have b5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks and to include extraneous mate-
rial in the RECORD on the three bills
just considered, H.R. 1370, H.R. 1925,
and H.R. 4044.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Indiana?

There was no objection.

———

REGIONAL PLANT GENOME AND
GENE EXPRESSION RESEARCH ACT

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Mr. Speak-
er, I move to suspend the rules and
pass the bill (H.R. 2051) to provide for
the establishment of regional plant ge-
nome and gene expression research and
development centers, as amended.

The Clerk read as follows:

H.R. 2051

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. DEFINITIONS.

In this Act—

(1) the term ‘“‘Director’’ means the Director
of the National Science Foundation;

(2) the term ‘‘institution of higher edu-
cation’ has the meaning given such term in
section 101 of the Higher Education Act of
1965 (20 U.S.C. 1001); and

(3) the term ‘‘nonprofit organization”
means a nonprofit research institute or a
nonprofit association with experience and
capability in plant biotechnology research as
determined by the Director.

SEC. 2. MATCHING FUNDS.

The Director may establish matching fund
requirements for grantees to receive grants
under this Act.

SEC. 3. PLANT GENOME AND GENE EXPRESSION
RESEARCH CENTERS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Director shall award
grants to consortia of institutions of higher
education or nonprofit organizations (or
both) to establish regional plant genome and
gene expression research centers. Grants
shall be awarded under this section on a
merit-reviewed, competitive basis. When
making awards, the Director shall, to the ex-
tent practicable, ensure that the program
created by this section examines as many
different agricultural environments as pos-
sible.

(b) PURPOSE.—The purpose of the centers
established pursuant to subsection (a) shall
be to conduct research in plant genomics and
plant gene expression. A center’s activities
may include—

(1) basic plant genomics research and
genomics applications, including those re-
lated to cultivation of crops in extreme envi-
ronments and to cultivation of crops with re-
duced reliance on fertilizer;

(2) basic research that will contribute to
the development or use of innovative plant-
derived products;

(3) basic research on alternative uses for
plants and plant materials, including the use
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of plants as renewable feedstock for alter-
native energy production and nonpetroleum-
based industrial chemicals and precursors;
and

(4) basic research and dissemination of in-
formation on the ecological and other con-
sequences of genetically engineered plants.
SEC. 4. PARTNERSHIPS FOR PLANT BIO-

TECHNOLOGY IN THE DEVELOPING
WORLD.

(a) IN GENERAL.—(1) The Director shall
award grants to institutions of higher edu-
cation, nonprofit organizations, or consortia
of such entities to establish research part-
nerships for supporting the development of
plant biotechnology targeted to the needs of
the developing world. The Director, by
means of outreach, shall encourage inclusion
of Historically Black Colleges or Univer-
sities, Hispanic-serving institutions, or trib-
al colleges or universities in consortia that
enter into such partnerships.

(2) In order to be eligible to receive a grant
under this section, an institution of higher
education or eligible nonprofit organization
(or consortium thereof) shall enter into a
partnership with one or more research insti-
tutions in one or more developing nations
and may also include for-profit companies
involved in plant biotechnology.

(3) Grants under this section shall be
awarded on a merit-reviewed competitive
basis.

(b) PURPOSE.—Grants awarded under this
section shall be used for support of research
in plant biotechnology targeted to the needs
of the developing world. Such activities may
include—

(1) basic genomic research on crops grown
in the developing world;

(2) basic research in plant biotechnology
that will advance and expedite the develop-
ment of improved cultivars, including those
that are pest-resistant, produce increased
yield, reduce the need for fertilizers, or in-
crease tolerance to stress;

(3) basic research that could lead to the de-
velopment of technologies to produce phar-
maceutical compounds such as vaccines and
medications in plants that can be grown in
the developing world; and

(4) research on the impact of plant bio-
technology on the social, political, eco-
nomic, and environmental conditions in
countries in the developing world.

SEC. 5. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.

There are authorized to be appropriated to
the National Science Foundation $9,000,000
for fiscal year 2002, $13,500,000 for fiscal year
2003, and $13,500,000 for fiscal year 2004 to
carry out this Act.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
Michigan (Mr. SMITH) and the gentle-
woman from Texas (Ms. EDDIE BERNICE
JOHNSON) will each control 20 minutes.

Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Speaker, does
the gentlewoman from Texas claim
time in opposition?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Does the
gentlewoman from Texas oppose the
motion?

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of
Texas. No.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Does the
gentleman from Ohio oppose the mo-
tion?

Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Speaker, I am
opposed, and I seek to claim the time
in opposition.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the rule, the gentleman from Ohio (Mr.
KUCINICH) controls the time as a true
opponent of the motion.
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The Chair recognizes the gentleman

from Michigan (Mr. SMITH).
GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Mr. Speak-
er, I ask unanimous consent that all
Members may have 5 legislative days
within which to revise and extend their
remarks and to include extraneous ma-
terial on the bill now under consider-
ation, H.R. 2051.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Michigan?

There was no objection.

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Mr. Speak-
er, I ask unanimous consent that the
gentlewoman from Texas (Ms. EDDIE
BERNICE JOHNSON) control 10 minutes
of the time in favor of the passage of
the bill.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Michigan?

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Michigan (Mr. SMITH) is
recognized.

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield myself such time as I may
consume.

This legislation deals with a couple
areas of research that the National
Science Foundation is now involved in,
and I would suggest that not only for
the sake of this country but for the
sake of the developing world that we
move ahead with the kind of research
in genetic modification that has the
potential of not only reducing the price
for farmers but that can help people. It
will help people by giving a little addi-
tional priority to making sure that the
products that are developed have that
goal.
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Mr. Speaker, as chairman of the
Committee on Science Subcommittee
on Research, we held a number of hear-
ings on plant genomics, and what I
learned led me to issue a report on
“Plant Genomic Research to Improve
Agriculture, Human Health and the
Environment.”

This legislation builds on the NSF’s
success in funding merit-based com-
petitive research by establishing two
genomic initiatives at NSF: First, the
plant genome plant gene expression re-
search centers; and, two, the sugges-
tion and legislation by the gentle-
woman from Texas (Ms. EDDIE BERNICE
JOHNSON), the partnerships for plant
biotechnology in the developing world.
The bill authorizes $9 million for fiscal
year 2002, and $13.5 million for fiscal
years 2003 and 2004 to carry out these
activities.

What are we going to do with our new
technology to make sure that we help
people in this country and the rest of
the world? And that is what these bills
are all about, to make sure we move in
that direction.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of
Texas. Mr. Speaker, I yield myself such
time as I may consume.
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Mr. Speaker, I rise today in strong
support of H.R. 2051, the Regional
Plant Genome and Gene Research Ex-
pression Act. H.R. 2051 has been a col-
laborative effort between me and the
chairman of the Subcommittee on
Science, the gentleman from Michigan
(Mr. SMITH). I also thank the gen-
tleman from New York (Chairman
BOEHLERT), and the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. HALL), the ranking member,
for their leadership in bringing this im-
portant piece of legislation to the
floor.

This legislation was developed last
fall because I believe we are only just
beginning to unlock the potential of
agricultural biotechnology. We have
witnessed some of the benefits geneti-
cally improved crops have brought to
American farmers, and it is time that
farmers around the world are also able
to enjoy the benefits of agricultural
biotechnology.

H.R. 2051 establishes a competitive,
merit-reviewed grant program under
the National Science Foundation to
award grants to eligible entities to
conduct basic research on crops that
can be grown in the developing world.
The research supported by these grants
will help scientists discover innovative
solutions to some of the developing
world’s most intractable problems,
such as hunger, malnutrition, and dis-
ease.

Last September, the House Sub-
committee on Research held a hearing
on the two bills that became H.R. 2051
as considered here today. The wit-
nesses testified on the importance of
Federal funding for basic research on
developing world crops and indicated
that this legislation fills an important
funding gap in our current research en-
vironment. The witnesses also were en-
thusiastic about the partnership aspect
of this legislation because collabo-
rative research projects between the
U.S. and developing world scientists
will help develop the scientific capac-
ity of developing nations as well as ex-
pand partnership opportunities for U.S.
scientists.

The potential of basic research on de-
veloping world crops is enormous, and
scientists have already produced some
encouraging results. Many of us are fa-
miliar with a newly developed strain of
golden rice that was developed by plant
scientists to have increased Vitamin A
and iron content. Golden rice was de-
veloped because Vitamin A deficiency
causes more than 1 million childhood
deaths each year and is the single most
prevalent cause of blindness among
children in developing countries. Gold-
en rice is only the beginning of the po-
tential benefits of biotechnology for
the developing world. Biotechnology
can help develop crop varieties that are
resistant to insects, viruses, that can
be grown in drought-stricken lands
with only minimal amounts of water,
that have improved nutritional con-
tent, and that vaccinate against life-
threatening illnesses.

Dr. Norman Borlaug, a distinguished
professor at Texas A&M University, fa-
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ther of the Green Revolution, and re-
cipient of the 1970 Nobel Peace Prize,
stated in yesterday’s Wall Street Jour-
nal that ‘“Africa desperately needs the
simple, effective, high-yield farming
systems that have made the First
World’s food supply safe and secure.”
The technology developed through ag-
ricultural biotechnology and encap-
sulated in a seed is such a system. Bio-
technology will not solve all of the de-
veloping world’s problems, but it does
have an important role to play in in-
creasing food security and food self-
sufficiency in the developing world.

Improving agriculture in the devel-
oping world often ranks low on the list
of our Nation’s priorities. Yet I can
think of few things that are more im-
portant to our Nation’s security and
future prosperity than fostering stable,
productive economies throughout the
world. Such global stability will not
take place as long as hunger, malnutri-
tion, and disease ravage the majority
of the world’s population. Fortunately,
we are at a time and a place where we
can take positive steps to improve the
lives of people around the world, and I
believe H.R. 2051 makes a small, but
important, contribution to this strug-
gle.

Mr. Speaker, I thank the gentleman
from Michigan (Mr. SMITH) for working
with me in a collaborative, bipartisan
effort on this bill. I urge Members to
vote in favor of the legislation.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Speaker, 1 yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I call the House’s atten-
tion to a document from the Southern
African Seed-Initiative which states in
part with regard to the restoration of
sustainable agriculture in the future,
“We are appealing to the regional
international community and to orga-
nization in disaster relief and develop-
ment assistance to take precautions: 1,
to prevent the importation of inappro-
priate seeds to the southern Africa re-
gion which can undermine
agrobiodiversity and thus food security
for years; and 2, to support efforts to
reconstitute locally adapted planning
material and quality seed material/va-
rieties, like indigenous landraces or
farmers’ varieties appropriate to the
various ecosystems’ this sheet goes on
to claim: ‘‘Food aid, combined with the
importation of often poorly adapted
seed varieties, can lower yields and
keep them low for years.”

This information from the Seed Ini-
tiative from Southern Africa is very in-
structive, and reflects most seriously
on the matter at hand because the
truth of the matter is that all of us in
this House who are very concerned
about reducing hunger in the world
must be careful not to create a cir-
cumstance that in our desire to use
technologies that seemingly could re-
duce hunger, that we inadvertently use
technologies which are poorly adapted
to seed varieties that can end up actu-
ally increasing hunger.
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Mr. Speaker, I oppose H.R. 2051, the
Regional Plant Genome and Gene Ex-
pression Research Act. The bill before
us is well-intentioned, but I believe it
is based on an erroneous assumption.
The legislation assumes that unproven
technologies will solve the very serious
international problem of world hunger.
Technologies 1like genetically engi-
neered food may have a limited role,
but economics and the politics of re-
pressive political regimes remain the
significant barrier to a consistent food
supply in developing nations.

The development of expensive geneti-
cally engineered foods may only exac-
erbate the situation. There are better
alternatives. Agroecological interven-
tions have had significantly more suc-
cess in helping developing nations feed
themselves with higher yields and im-
proved environmental practices, all
within reasonable costs for developing
countries.

These alternatives do not further en-
rich the consolidated agricultural in-
dustry, but they can provide the poor-
est of citizens of a nation the oppor-
tunity to survive on their own means.
Next week I am introducing the Real
Solutions to World Hunger Act of 2002,
which promotes this type of research
that can quickly and effectively save
millions of lives. The legislation before
us today promotes a technology which
is incompatible with the problem.

The cause of world hunger has more
to do with inadequate food distribution
than food production. The world today
produces more food per inhabitant than
ever before. Enough food is available
now to provide 4.3 pounds for every per-
son each day. That information from
Food First/Institute for Food and De-
velopment Policy.

The poor nutrition of millions is not
due to a shortage in food, but rather to
problems of distribution. Why was
Ethiopia exporting food during its fam-
ine in the 1980s? In an economy that is
becoming increasingly market driven,
food is sold to the highest bidder. But
at a more fundamental level, appalling
land distribution policies favoring
large landowners leave land idle pre-
venting people from growing their own
food. The landless poor are at the
mercy of the cash economy to buy
food.

This legislation follows the bio-
technology industry strategy by em-
ploying bait and switch. Almost all ge-
netic alterations are done to make food
production and processing easier and
more profitable for the manufacturers.
A minuscule amount of research is
aimed at improved nutrition, although
biotechnology companies heavily ad-
vertise this tiny amount of research. In
general, their crops are being engi-
neered to increase corporate profit-
ability, not to alleviate world hunger.

During the 5-year period 1996 to 2000,
herbicide tolerance accounted for 74
percent of genetically engineered
plants. Insect resistance for North
American insects, not insects in devel-
oping countries, accounted for 19 per-
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cent of genetically engineered plants,
and stacked genes for herbicide toler-
ance and insect resistance accounted
for 7 percent, this according to the
International Service for the Acquisi-
tion of Agribiotech Applications.

When added up, that leaves no com-
mercialized crops that provide any ben-
efits for the poor and developing na-
tions. I quote from a statement made
to the United Nations by delegates
from 24 African states in 1998: ‘“We ob-
ject strongly that the image of the
poor and hungry from our countries is
being used by giant, multinational cor-
porations to push a technology that is
neither safe, environmentally friendly,
nor economically beneficial to us. We
do not believe that such companies or
gene technologies will help our farmers
to produce the food that is needed in
the 21st century. On the contrary, we
think that it will destroy the diversity,
the local knowledge, and the sustain-
able agricultural systems that our
farmers have developed for millennia;
and it will thus undermine our capac-
ity to feed ourselves.”
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So here again, the best intentions
seemingly to help address and eradi-
cate hunger in developing nations can
in fact end up creating conditions that
promote more hunger. So if African na-
tions, according to their representa-
tives, do not want it, then who does be-
sides the biotechnology public rela-
tions consultants?

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield myself such time as I may
consume.

I agree with much of what the gen-
tleman from Ohio says, because that is
part of our concern in this bill. What it
calls for is more research. More re-
search is going to include not only
what it can do for people but also to in-
crease the safety of any resulting prod-
uct.

The gentleman mentioned that a lot
of the private research so far in this
area has been to simply increase prof-
its. That is the kind of private research
in genomics that have been directed at
plant products that can be sold because
they increase yield or they reduce the
cost for the farmer. If we are going to
have the kind of research that helps
people, there is no doubt that Federal
funding for genomic research is impor-
tant, that research in areas possibly
has no profit potential but that can
help alleviate poverty, that can protect
the environment, that can improve
human health, and that can reduce our
overdependence on petroleum products.

Reducing our dependency on
petrolium energy is one of the areas
that I have been concerned about. We
have the potential to enhance the ni-
trogen-fixing capability of agricultural
plants. Right now nitrogen fertilizer
uses up approximately 6 percent of the
natural gas in this country. If we can
enhance the legumes the nodules that
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are now in the clovers, in the soybeans,
in the alfalfas, to fix that nitrogen in
the soil much more effectively and effi-
ciently and we have that potential,
then we are going to reduce our de-
pendence on energy.

Let me say that the Wall Street
Journal yesterday ran an editorial by
Norman Borlaug, best known as the
Father of the Green Revolution. His
work in developing higher yielding va-
rieties of rice and wheat is credited
with saving perhaps 1 billion people in
China and India from starvation in the
1970s. Borlaug is now devoted to bring-
ing about similar advancements in Af-
rica where starvation remains all too
common. What is his solution? His so-
lution is to develop high yield varieties
of traditional African crops such as
cowpeas, cassava and how can we get
there in part through biotechnology
which has already shown promise for
producing plants that are more toler-
ant to drought or can grow in soils that
are too base or too acid or too salty
that they cannot grow those crops now.

I would hope the gentleman would
consider supporting this bill to give us
the kind of research to not only ensure
the safety that some are concerned
about, that he is concerned about and
that I am concerned about and that the
gentlewoman from Texas (Ms. EDDIE
BERNICE JOHNSON) is concerned about,
but to develop the kind of products
that can help people, not simply reduce
the price to farmers.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of
Texas. Mr. Speaker, I yield myself such
time as I may consume.

I thank the gentleman from Ohio for
his comments and would like to re-
spond. I believe he misunderstands this
bill. The thrust of this bill is one of
basic research at universities. The bill
seeks to address the deficiency in basic
genomic research on crops that can be
grown in the developing world.

More importantly, the bill seeks to
create strong partnerships with devel-
oping world institutions from the very
beginning. In order to be eligible for
funds under section 4 of this bill, re-
search institutions are required to
partner with their colleagues in devel-
oping countries. This partnership will
not only help strengthen the scientific
capacity of developing countries but
will ensure that the basic research that
is performed focuses on what devel-
oping countries perceive their own
needs to be. Additionally, the bill al-
lows for research on the impact of
plant biotechnology on the social, po-
litical and environmental conditions in
countries in the developing world. This
provision will allow researchers to in-
vestigate many of the claims that my
colleague from Ohio raises.

This bill does not force farmers in de-
veloping countries to adopt fancy tech-
nologies. It does not force the importa-
tion of genetically altered foods out-
side the country. On the contrary, it
seeks to encourage the adoption of the
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very simple technology of a better seed
that was developed in conjunction with
scientists from the developing world.

All of us here recognize that world
hunger is an enormously complex prob-
lem with no simple solution. This bill
does not pretend to hold the answer.
What this bill does is provide the
means for scientists in the TUnited
States and in developing countries to
work together to contribute to the
much larger solution to the very seri-
ous problem of hunger, malnutrition
and disease in the developing world.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself 6 minutes. I want to thank the
gentleman from Michigan and the gen-
tlewoman from Texas for their com-
mitment to trying to deal with this
problem of world hunger. We have dif-
ferences of opinion about how we can
deal with it effectively.

I would suggest that the research
which is called for in part of this bill,
Mr. Speaker, has already been done. As
a matter of fact, in the AgBioForum,
volume 2, number 3 and 4, summer and
fall of 1999, pages 1565 to 162, an article
by Miguel Altieri and Peter Rosset,
thoroughly researched article, I might
add, that claims over 38 academic
sources for their conclusions, states
the following in the abstract. It says:

‘“Advocates of biotechnology affirm
that the application of genetic engi-
neering to develop transgenic crops
will increase world agricultural pro-
ductivity, enhance food security, and
move agriculture away from a depend-
ence on chemical inputs helping to re-
duce environmental problems. This
paper challenges such assertions by
first demystifying the Malthusian view
that hunger is due to a gap between
food production and human population
growth. Second, we expose the fact
that current bioengineered crops are
not designed to increase yields or for
poor small farmers, so that they may
not benefit from them. In addition,
transgenic crops pose serious environ-
mental risks, continuously under-
played by the biotechnology industry.
Finally, it is concluded that there are
many other agro-ecological alter-
natives that can solve the agricultural
problems that biotechnology aims at
solving, but in a much more socially
equitable manner and in a more envi-
ronmentally harmonious way.”’

In this article, which is entitled Ten
Reasons Why Biotechnology Will Not
Ensure Food Security, Protect the En-
vironment and Reduce Poverty in the
Developing World, Altieri and Rosset
point out, number one, there is no rela-
tionship between the prevalence of
hunger in a given country and its popu-
lation. For every densely populated
and hungry nation like Bangladesh or
Haiti, there is a sparsely populated and
hungry nation like Brazil and Indo-
nesia.

The second point they make, number
two, most innovations in agricultural
biotechnology have been profit-driven
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rather than need-driven. The real
thrust of the genetic engineering in-
dustry is not to make Third World ag-
riculture more productive, but rather
to generate profits.

Number three, the integration of the
seed and chemical industries appears
destined to accelerate increases in per
acre expenditures for seeds plus chemi-
cals, delivering significantly lower re-
turns to growers.

Number four, recent experimental
trials have shown that genetically en-
gineered seeds do not increase the yield
of crops. A recent study by the United
States Department of Agriculture Eco-
nomic Research Service shows that in
1998 yields were not significantly dif-
ferent in engineered versus nonengi-
neered crops in 12 of 18 crop/region
combinations.

Number five, many scientists claim
that the ingestion of genetically engi-
neered food is harmless. Recent evi-
dence, however, shows that there are
potential risks of eating such foods as
the new proteins produced in such
foods could, one, act themselves as al-
lergens or toxins; two, alter the metab-
olism of the food producing plant or
animal, causing it to produce new al-
lergens or toxins; or, three, reduce its
nutritional quality or value.

In this article, Ten Reasons Why Bio-
technology Will Not Ensure Food Secu-
rity, Protect the Environment and Re-
duce Poverty in the Developing World,
the authors as their sixth point indi-
cate transgenic plants which produce
their own insecticides closely follow
the pesticide paradigm, which is itself
rapidly failing due to pest resistance to
insecticides.

Number seven, the global fight for
market share is leading companies to
massively deploy transgenic crops
around the world, more than 30 million
hectares in 1998, without proper ad-
vance testing of short- or long-term
impacts on human health and eco-
systems.

The next point that the authors
make, number eight, there are many
unanswered ecological questions re-
garding the impact of transgenic crops.

Number nine, as the private sector
has exerted more and more dominance
in advancing new biotechnologies, the
public sector has had to invest a grow-
ing share of its scarce resources in en-
hancing biotechnological capacities in
public institutions.

And, number 10, much of the needed
food can be produced by small farmers
located throughout the world using
agro-ecological technologies. In fact,
new world development approaches and
low input technologies spearheaded by
farmers and nongovernmental organi-
zations around the world are already
making a significant contribution to
food security at the household, na-
tional and regional levels in Africa,
Asia and Latin America.

So again, Mr. Speaker, there already
is significant research which points out
concerns that need to be regarded be-
fore such legislation is brought to the
floor.
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Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield myself such time as I may
consume.

The gentleman from Ohio and the
gentlewoman from Texas and I, agree
on a lot of these issues. The plant ge-
nome and gene expression centers will
take plant biotechnology research into
the next phase, beyond simply mapping
and sequencing genes and toward a bet-
ter understanding of gene expression.

We have got the Aradopsis plant. We
have cataloged those genes. We have
determined the folding of several of
those genes to learn more about what
particular genes do. But there is a tre-
mendous void in the information that
we need to make sure the new plants
are safe.

Let us not argue against having more
research. Let us not argue against
maybe having government do a little
bit of this research instead of leaving it
to the private sector that are forced to
have some kind of financial rewards for
what they do. The centers are going to
expand on NSF’s current activities in
gene research by providing central lo-
cations for multidisciplinary inter-
active approaches to plant biotech re-
search. This will allow researchers to
develop the Kkind of research to allow
development of safe and beneficial
plant varieties and plant-derived appli-
cations.
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Specifically in this bill, I would say
to the gentleman from Ohio (Mr.
KUCINICH), the centers will conduct re-
search in plant genomics related to the
development of the kind of information
that can lead to new varieties of en-
hanced crops, including those grown in
nontraditional environments and those
grown with reduced reliance on chem-
ical fertilizers. These may include re-
search into enhancing the nitrogen-fix-
ing ability of legumes, that I earlier
mentioned. The primary input, of
course, of nitrogen is natural gas, so
we can make ourselves a little more
energy dependent while we increase the
safety of the environment.

The centers are also going to expand
on current biotechnology efforts that
have primarily been focused on improv-
ing the production and the cost and the
quantity. And exactly like the gen-
tleman from Ohio (Mr. KUCINICH) says,
we are going to move away from that
to the kind of research that is going to
give us better information.

I believe we are on the threshold of a
new era in food production. Bio-
technology will be especially impor-
tant to poor subsistence farmers across
the globe who struggle against the odds
to bring in a good crop each year.

To address this problem, H.R. 2051 au-
thorizes a program creating plant bio-
technology partnerships for the devel-
oping world. This program is based on
H.R. 2912, introduced by the gentle-
woman from Texas (Ms. EDDIE BERNICE
JOHNSON). The plant biotechnology
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partnerships will provide the funda-
mental research needed to build on the
current plant biotechnology base to ad-
dress specific agricultural problems in
the developing world.

Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Speaker, 1 yield
myself 3 minutes.

Mr. Speaker, it has been stated over
and over here that the interest here is
in just research. However, we cannot
separate the kind of research that will
be done here from the logic that is
driving biotechnology, because this bill
states that for-profit companies can be
involved in this research.

Now, I agree with my friend from
Michigan that we do not want to just
leave it to for-profit companies, but it
is in the bill. So I would just say that
if we do not want for-profit companies
involved, I would certainly be willing
to entertain a unanimous consent re-
quest to strike that provision from this
bill.

In addition to that, the total of this
bill is $36 million.

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Mr. Speak-
er, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. KUCINICH. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Michigan.

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Mr. Speak-
er, the language in the bill was not for-
profit companies, it is for nonprofit or-
ganizations to be involved, so the non-
profits that are interested in some-
thing beside profit.

Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Speaker, re-
claiming my time, may I ask the gen-
tleman to make sure that he and I have
the same copies of these bills, because
often there are reprints and newer
iterations. I have here under section 4:
“Partnerships for Plant Biotechnology
in the Developing World,” under num-
ber (2), which is line 8. I am going to
read it to the gentleman: ‘‘In order to
be eligible to receive a grant under this
section, an institution of higher edu-
cation or eligible nonprofit organiza-
tion (or consortium thereof) shall enter
into a partnership with one or more de-
veloping nations and may also include
for-profit companies involved in plant
biotechnology.”

I will ask the gentleman again, I
would certainly entertain the gentle-
man’s willingness to strike that lan-
guage there so that we can certainly
keep the for-profit companies out of
this, because, Mr. Speaker, the for-
profit companies had a $50 million ad-
vertising campaign to try to promote
biotechnology, glossing over all the
concerns that scientists around the
world have, and they get $36 million
out of this bill if left to the language of
this bill. They could get if that much.

I would be happy to have my good
friend respond.

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. If the gen-
tleman will yield further, this is part
of the language of the bill of the gen-
tlewoman from Texas (Ms. EDDIE BER-
NICE JOHNSON) originally. It does not
give these companies the grant. They
still go to the universities to make the
decision of whether there is going to be
any private involvement. That is one
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thing we have lacked as we searched
for money, is trying to get more money
in. But certainly they should not be al-
lowed to dictate the kind of research to
be done. I certainly appreciate that.

Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to strike the lan-
guage.

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
I object.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LAHoOD). The Chair would announce
that the proponent of the motion is the
only member that the Chair would rec-
ognize to ask unanimous consent to
modify the motion.

Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself one more minute.

Mr. Speaker, inasmuch as my unani-
mous consent request was objected to,
it is very clear that there are Members
of this House, certainly not the gen-
tleman from Michigan, but there are
members of this House who are looking
to give the biotech firms a handout
under the guise of helping to feed the
poor.

Most genetically engineered food
products and almost all research fund-
ing for the development of genetically
engineered food target developing na-
tion agriculture and consumers. Devel-
oping countries cannot afford this
technology and therefore are vastly ig-
nored.

If the biotechnology industry be-
lieves they could help mitigate hunger
concerns, domestic or foreign, then re-
quiring biotechnology companies to
make available the necessary resources
for this purpose is appropriate.

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield 30 seconds to the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. BARTON).

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
my late father was a plant geneticist.
He spent his entire career developing
cotton plants and cotton seeds that
could be used as food. I wish we would
have had this research enabled when he
was alive so he could have participated
through grants at Texas A&M or the
University of Texas to forward this
very worthwhile research endeavor.

Mr. Speaker, I very strongly support
the gentlewoman from Texas and the
gentleman from Michigan in their
noble endeavor.

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of
Texas. Mr. Speaker, I yield myself such
time as I may consume.

The gentleman from Ohio just gave
all the reasons why this bill should
pass. This is a bill on research where it
can establish partnerships. The grants
can only go to universities and non-
profits. Profit businesses can join the
partnership, the consortium, but no
money flows in that direction. The
paper the gentleman read prior to that
last statement is 3 years old. With re-
search, that changes.

This bill only speaks to research and
who can be a part of the partnership, of
the consortium. It is not public dollars
flowing to profit organizations. It is
what we will hear more of in the fu-
ture, public-private-type partnerships.
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No public dollar flows to a profit orga-
nization. The dollars go to the univer-
sities, and that is where the research
takes place; and it includes persons
from the developing countries to be a
part of the research.

Mr. Speaker, I would urge passage of
this legislation. It is good legislation
intended to do a good job.

Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself 2 minutes.

Mr. Speaker, my legislation which I
will be bringing to this House hopefully
sometime soon, called the Real Solu-
tions to World Hunger Act of 2002, of-
fers new initiatives and protections to
help developing nations resolve their
hunger concerns.

First, to protect developing nations,
genetically engineered exports are re-
stricted to those already approved in
the U.S. and approved by the importing
nation.

Second, creation of an international
research fund for sustainable agricul-
tural research.

Third, U.S. prohibition on any inter-
vention in a developing nation’s effort
to mandatorily license a genetically
engineered crop.

Fourth, establishing the Sustainable
Agriculture Trust Fund with a small
tax on a biotechnology company’s prof-
its. This trust fund will fund the activi-
ties in this bill.

To understand how this bill before
us, the one we are going to be voting
on today, will fail to help anyone ex-
cept for the biotechnology companies, I
think we should examine our own Na-
tion, our own farming practices and
our domestic hunger challenges.

The United States of America, the
wealthiest Nation in the world, grows
substantial amounts of genetically en-
gineered foods. Our farmers plant ap-
proximately 100 million acres a year in
genetically engineered crops. However,
in this great wealthy Nation of ours,
plenty of families go hungry every day.
Approximately 4 million low-income
children under the age of 12 experience
hunger each year, and an additional 9.6
million children are at risk of hunger.

The proponents of this legislation be-
fore us believe that genetically engi-
neered foods will solve world hunger.
But I question this rationale when we
have so much hunger in our own Na-
tion. This technology has not helped a
single hungry family in our Nation.
These hungry families need a better
economy, better paying jobs, access to
child care, and a decent education to
solve the economic trap that leads to
hunger.

It is clear that hunger is something
that we must eradicate, but promoting
false solutions to provide great public
relations for a troubled industry does a
great disservice to those who need our
help the most. We all want to help re-
solve the hunger crisis in other na-
tions, but only the legislation I will in-
troduce soon will begin to deal with
the real problems of world hunger.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair would announce that each Mem-
ber has 1 minute remaining, with the
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gentleman from Michigan having the
right to close.

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of
Texas. Mr. Speaker, I yield myself the
balance of my time.

Mr. Speaker, one more time let me
say that the gentleman from Ohio has
made the case for this bill. This bill
speaks to research partnerships, in-
cluding developing-nation participa-
tion. There is nothing in this bill that
requires any Kkind of deportation to
these developing nations. It provides a
way by which they can be part of re-
search that will provide them foods
that will probably help with immuniza-
tions, extra vitamins, but only after
the research is done with the involve-
ment of scientists from the developing
countries.

Mr. Speaker, I would urge the pas-
sage of the bill. I think that the oppo-
nent has misunderstood the bill.

Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Speaker, 1 yield
myself the balance of my time.

Mr. Speaker, the fact is that the ag-
riculture and biotechnology industries
are driving the research; and as such,
they have ignored a tremendous
amount of work that has been done by
independent scientists that challenges
the rationale of the industry itself.

There are serious issues that need to
be addressed, that relate to food secu-
rity as a fundamental human right.
The philosopher and human rights ac-
tivist of India, Vandana Shiva, has said
that globalization of agriculture is vio-
lating all components of food-related
human rights. She says that every-
where across the world, less food is
being produced and less diverse food is
being grown and less is reaching the
poor and hungry. She quotes Senator
McGovern as stating: ‘‘Food security in
private hands is no food security at
all,” because corporations are in the
business of making money, not feeding
people.

Vandana Shiva goes on to say, ‘““The
centralized and chemical-intensive pro-

duction and distribution system,
linked with the green revolution
model, proved itself to be undemo-

cratic, wasteful and non-sustainable.
The imperative now is to shift to a
democratic food system based on sus-
tainable production, conservation and
equitable access to resources and food
security for all.”

I would submit, Mr. Speaker, that in
this bill, which authorizes certain re-
search, if it is in any way connected, as
this bill is, with the ag-biotech indus-
try, there is no possibility that the
human rights of people around the
world are in any way going to be re-
garded.

Please defeat the bill.

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield myself the balance of my
time.

Mr. Speaker, the tremendous poten-
tial of plant genomics is limited only
by the creativity of the scientists and
this body and Washington allowing
them to do the research. This bill will
help create the next generation of
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plants that will provide consumer ben-
efits, for example, plants that can be
engineered to produce compounds, such
as enzymes used for food processing;
food that provides vaccines and anti-
bodies; compounds used to produce bio-
degradable plastics; renewable energy
production.

In conclusion, Mr. Speaker, I would
like to thank the chairman of the Com-
mittee on Science, the gentleman from
New York (Mr. BOEHLERT), and the
ranking majority member, the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. HALL), for all
of their support in bringing this bill to
the floor; and of course, I wish to say a
special thanks to the gentlewoman
from Texas (Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHN-
SON), the ranking member of our Sub-
committee on Research, for all of her
input and help. I think together we
have crafted a good bill that will make
good programs even better.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Michigan (Mr.
SMITH) that the House suspend the
rules and pass the bill, H.R. 2051, as
amended.

The question was taken; and (two-
thirds having voted in favor thereof)
the rules were suspended and the bill,
as amended, was passed.

The title of the bill was amended so
as to read: ‘A bill to authorize the Na-
tional Science Foundation to establish
regional centers for the purpose of
plant genome and gene expression re-
search and development and inter-
national research partnerships for the
advancement of plant biotechnology in
the developing world.”.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

[ 1530

RECOGNIZING AMERICAN SOCIETY
OF CIVIL ENGINEERS ON ITS
150TH ANNIVERSARY

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
I move to suspend the rules and agree
to the concurrent resolution (H. Con.
Res. 387) recognizing the American So-
ciety of Civil Engineers for reaching its
150th Anniversary and for the many
vital contributions of civil engineers to
the quality of life of our Nation’s peo-
ple including the research and develop-
ment projects that have led to the
physical infrastructure of modern
America.

The Clerk read as follows:

H. CoN. RES. 387

Whereas, founded in 1852, the American So-
ciety of Civil Engineers is the Nation’s old-
est national engineering society;

Whereas civil engineers work to constantly
improve buildings, water systems, and other
civil engineering works through research,
demonstration projects, and the technical
codes and standards developed by the Amer-
ican Society of Civil Engineers;

Whereas the American Society of Civil En-
gineers incorporates educational, scientific,
and charitable efforts to advance the science
of engineering, improve engineering edu-
cation, maintain the highest standards of ex-
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cellence in the practice of civil engineering,
and ensure the public health, safety, and
welfare;

Whereas the American Society of Civil En-
gineers represents the profession primarily
responsible for the design, construction, and
maintenance of the Nation’s roads, bridges,
airports, railroads, public buildings, mass
transit systems, resource recovery systems,
water systems, waste disposal and treatment
facilities, dams, ports and waterways and
other public facilities that are the founda-
tion on which the Nation’s economy stands
and grows; and

Whereas the Nation’s civil engineers,
through innovation and the highest profes-
sional standards in the practice of civil engi-
neering, protect the public health and safety
and ensure the high quality of life enjoyed
by the Nation’s citizens: Now, therefore, be
it

Resolved by the House of Representatives (the
Senate concurring), That the Congress—

(1) acknowledges the American Society of
Civil Engineers for its 150th Anniversary;

(2) commends the many achievements of
the Nation’s civil engineers; and

(3) encourages the American Society of
Civil Engineers to continue its tradition of
excellence in service to the profession of
civil engineering and to the public.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LAHoOD). Pursuant to the rule, the
gentleman from Texas (Mr. BARTON)
and the gentleman from Kansas (Mr.
MOORE) each will control 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. BARTON).

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
I ask unanimous consent that all Mem-
bers may have 5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks and include extraneous material
on House Concurrent Resolution 387.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Texas?

There was no objection.

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
I yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

(Mr. BARTON of Texas asked and
was given permission to revise and ex-
tend his remarks.)

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
first, I want to commend our distin-
guished chairman, the gentleman from
New York (Mr. BOEHLERT), and our dis-
tinguished ranking member, the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. HALL), for
their excellent work on this resolution
that was reported on a bipartisan basis
from the Committee on Science. I also
want to thank the gentleman from
Kansas (Mr. MOORE), my good friend,
for his excellent work and for serving
as an original cosponsor with myself on
this bill.

Before 1 get into my prepared re-
marks, I want to say a special ‘‘get
well soon’” to young Lindsay Taylor,
who is 12 years old down in Round
Rock, Texas. She is the President of
her National Junior Honor Society.
She is a budding civil engineer, al-
though I think she wants to go to the
University of Texas instead of Texas
A&M, where I went to engineering
school. She is home sick today and we
need all of our young engineers to get
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well quick, so I hope that she does so
very soon.

Our first great civil engineer in this
country was the man that we now
know as the Father of our country,
George Washington. George Wash-
ington was a surveyor who made his
living in between serving as a military
commander in the militia, the British
forces before the Revolutionary War,
surveying and doing engineering work
in what is now Virginia and going west,
west from Virginia.

In 1852, we founded what is now
called the American Society of Civil
Engineers. If we had been alive at that
point in time, the first great project
that civil engineers would have worked
on for this Nation would have been the
Transcontinental Railroad. Can we
imagine, if people came to the gen-
tleman from Kansas (Mr. MOORE) and
myself, or the gentleman from New
York (Mr. BOEHLERT) and the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. HALL) today
and said, we want you to build a trans-
continental railroad, could we do it? I
doubt it. But the civil engineers of that
time said, not a problem, and even as
the Civil War was going on, they were
racing to build what we now call the
Transcontinental Railroad, and they
hammered in the golden spike in 1869
and bound our great Nation together.

What would we have done if around
the turn of the century, President Roo-
sevelt, not Franklin Roosevelt, but
Teddy Roosevelt had come and said, I
want you to build the Panama Canal to
bring together for the first time the
Isthmus of Panama, the Atlantic and
Pacific Oceans. I do not think many of
us could have worked on that project
either successfully, but the civil engi-
neers of that era did that. What about
during World War II, if President
Franklin Roosevelt had come and said,
we need to build a great port infra-
structure and we need to improve our
highways and we need to build great
pipelines, could we have done that? I do
not think many of us could, but the
civil engineers of that time could.
What if in the 1950s President Eisen-
hower had come and said, Congressman
Barton, I want you to build an inter-
state highway system. I do not think
many of us could have done that, but
the civil engineers of the 1950s did that.

I could go on and on. But as we begin
to move into the 21st century, there
are still great civil engineering
projects to be done, and luckily for us
today in the United States, we have
over 125,000 members of the American
Society for Civil Engineers, registered,
professional engineers who have made
it their life’s work to build a better
America.

We tend to think of engineers as kind
of nerdy people with pencils behind
their ears and slide rules in their pock-
ets. Nothing could be further from the
truth. They are people helping people.
They are building the projects that
bind this great Nation together and,
more and more, binding this great
world together.
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So, Mr. Speaker, I am delighted,
along with the gentleman from Kansas
(Mr. MOORE), my good friend, to spon-
sor this resolution honoring the 150th
anniversary of the American Society
for Professional Engineers, because
they have truly helped to build a better
America.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. MOORE. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

I thank the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. BARTON) for his good work on this
bill. I also want to join my colleague
from Texas in thanking the gentleman
from New York (Mr. BOEHLERT), the
chairman of the committee, and the
gentleman from Texas (Mr. HALL), the
ranking member.

I am very, very pleased to be here
today with the gentleman from Texas
to honor 150 years of service by the
American Society of Civil Engineers to
their profession, our country, and the
world. ASCE is the oldest of engineer-
ing societies and clearly one of the best
in the whole world.

Civil engineers literally have built
America. One hundred and fifty years
ago, there were no skyscrapers. There
were wooden bridges and no one would
have dreamed of spanning the Chesa-
peake Bay or the San Francisco Bay.
Railroads were just beginning. Roads
were at most two lanes and perhaps
were even built of planks. Manned
flights came over 50 years later.

Now, we have an interstate highway
system, an intercontinental railroad
system, and a network of local and
international airports that are the
backbone of United States commerce.
Small dams have been replaced, Mr.
Speaker, with huge ones that provide
large volumes of electricity. Human
health has been enhanced by improved
sanitation with sanitary landfills,
waste water treatment facilities, and
distribution systems for clean water.

How much of this would have been
possible without the American Society
of Civil engineers? Well, we cannot
know for sure, but they certainly de-
serve much of the credit. ASCE has en-
couraged generations of bright Ameri-
cans to enter the profession. It has
helped develop educational standards
and continuing education opportunities
for civil engineers, and it has estab-
lished a series of institutes and a re-
search foundation to advance the
knowledge base of the profession.

ASCE is the largest publisher of civil
engineering information in the world,
much of which is at the fingertips of
the ASCE membership through its
website. The American Society of Civil
Engineers has even gone international
and has formal relationships with pro-
fessional organizations of civil engi-
neers in almost 50 countries.

The small group of engineers who
banded together in 1852 would not rec-
ognize today’s organization. ASCE now
has around 125,000 members, over half
of the civil engineers in this country,
organized in sections, branches, and
student chapters and clubs.
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ASCE is not resting on its laurels,
though. It is aggressively adding new
services for its members. It has ambi-
tious programs for working with the
Congress, the government at all levels,
and the public at large to place the
programs and policies needed to im-
prove our built environment. Priority
areas for 2002 include clean water, in-
frastructure financing, math and
science education, natural hazards im-
pact reduction, and smart growth.

I ask my colleagues, Mr. Speaker, to
join with me in approving House Con-
current Resolution 387 that congratu-
lates and honors the American Society
of Civil Engineers on 150 years of serv-
ice. This is a spectacular beginning and
I will bet we have not seen anything
yet.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance
of my time.

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
I yield myself 2 minutes.

Mr. Speaker, let me say that several
years ago the American Society for
Civil Engineers made me one of their
engineering fellows. It is a distin-
guished achievement award that they
really give to engineers who have made
a lifetime in civil engineering and have
done outstanding feats. They gave it to
me primarily because I am one of the
few registered professional engineers in
the Congress, but it is one of the high
honors that I have received as a Mem-
ber of the House, and the certificate is
on my wall in the entry way to my of-
fice, and I am very, very proud of that.

For that and many, many reasons I
think this is a resolution that is very
worthwhile passing for this body be-
cause of the fine work that civil engi-
neers have done for the last 150 years.
So I hope that when the time comes to
vote, we can pass it with unanimous
consent.

Mr. Speaker, I would simply say that
this resolution we hope to pass by
unanimous consent today and send to
the other body and pass it over there so
that it actually can be signed by the
President and presented to the leader-
ship of the American Society for Civil
Engineers sometime this fall when the
actual calendar anniversary occurs for
the 150th anniversary. It is very, very
worth doing, and I hope that we can do
it in a very bipartisan fashion.

Mr. BOEHLERT. Mr. Speaker, | want to
thank you for the opportunity to join my col-
leagues in commending the American Society
of Civil Engineers (ASCE) for their 150 years
of service to our country. | also want to thank
the Gentleman from Texas, Mr. BARTON, and
the Gentleman from Kansas, Mr. MOORE, for
introducing this resolution.

It is difficult to imagine an area of our lives
that has not been touched by civil engineers.
They ensure that when we turn on the tap, we
have clean water to drink. Civil engineers de-
signed the massive transportation systems
that make it possible for us to move freely and
efficiently across this vast country. Moreover,
civil engineers design technologies and prac-
tices to help clean up polluted water and to
ensure that our natural resources are pre-
served for future generations.
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Americans benefit from the expertise and
hard work of engineers everyday, but rarely
acknowledge or recognize our debt to them. |
am lucky enough, however, to have a different
experience with engineers. During my time on
the Science Committee and especially as
Chairman, | have come to rely on ASCE as a
valuable resource. | may not be making head-
lines here, but we in government do not know
everything all the time.

After the tragedy of September 11, we im-
mediately began to look for lessons we could
learn from this horrible event. FEMA put to-
gether a team, led by ASCE, to investigate the
World Trade Center collapse. The team set
out to discover exactly why the building col-
lapsed, if the buildings could have stood for
longer, and if more lives could have been
saved. | cannot even begin to fathom the work
this team did, but in eight months they deliv-
ered an important report to Congress detailing
the sequence of events that led to the build-
ings’ collapse. This work will go a long way to-
ward saving lives. Now, we are working close-
ly with ASCE with legislation that will hopefully
make their jobs, on further building investiga-
tions, easier.

Mr. Speaker, | am very proud of the work
that civil engineers do for our country and |
am ever grateful for the service that ASCE
provides to this Congress and to me person-
ally. | congratulate ASCE on 150 years and |
look forward to many more.

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
I yield back the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. BAR-
TON) that the House suspend the rules
and agree to the concurrent resolution,
H. Con. Res. 387.

The question was taken; and (two-
thirds having voted in favor thereof)
the rules were suspended and the con-
current resolution was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

————

HIGHWAY FUNDING RESTORATION
ACT

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Speaker, 1
move to suspend the rules and pass the
bill (H.R. 3694) to provide for highway
infrastructure investment at the guar-
anteed funding level contained in the
Transportation Equity Act for the 21st
Century, as amended.

The Clerk read as follows:

H.R. 3694

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Highway
Funding Restoration Act’.

SEC. 2. FEDERAL-AID HIGHWAY PROGRAM OBLI-
GATION CEILING.

Section 1102 of the Transportation Equity
Act for the 21st Century (23 U.S.C. 104 note;
112 Stat. 115, 113 Stat. 1753) is amended by
adding at the end the following:

‘“(k) RESTORATION OF OBLIGATION LIMITA-
TION FOR FISCAL YEAR 2003.—Notwith-
standing any other provision of law, for fis-
cal year 2003, the obligations for Federal-aid
highway and highway safety construction
programs that are subject to the obligation
limitation set forth in subsection (a)(6)—
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‘(1) shall be not less than $27,746,000,000;
and

‘“(2) shall be distributed in accordance with
this section.”.
SEC. 3. RESTORATION OF OBLIGATION CEILING.

Notwithstanding any other provision of
law, the adjustment made pursuant to sec-
tion 1102(h) of the Transportation Equity Act
for the 21st Century for fiscal year 2003 shall
be deemed to be zero.

SEC. 4. ADJUSTMENTS TO GUARANTEE FUNDING
LEVELS.

Notwithstanding any other provision of
law, all adjustments made pursuant to sec-
tion 251(b)(1)(B) of the Balanced Budget and
Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985 to the
highway category and to section 8103(a)(5) of
the Transportation Equity Act for the 21st
Century for fiscal year 2003 shall be deemed
to be zero. This section shall apply imme-
diately to all reports issued pursuant to sec-
tion 254 of the Balanced Budget and Emer-
gency Deficit Control Act of 1985 for fiscal
year 2003, including the discretionary seques-
tration preview report.

SEC. 5. SENSE OF CONGRESS REGARDING REV-
ENUE ALIGNED BUDGET AUTHOR-
ITY.

It is the sense of Congress that the revenue
aligned budget authority provision in section
251(b)(1)(B) of the Balanced Budget and
Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985 should
be amended in the future to more accurately
align highway spending with highway reve-
nues while maintaining predictability and
stability in highway funding levels.

SEC. 6. AUTHORIZATION FOR HIGHWAY
PROJECTS.

Notwithstanding any other provision of
law, projects and activities designated on
pages 82 through 92 of House Report 107-308
shall be eligible for fiscal year 2002 funds
made available for the program for which
each project or activity is so designated.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
Alaska (Mr. YOUNG) and the gentleman
from Minnesota (Mr. OBERSTAR) each
will control 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Alaska (Mr. YOUNG).

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Speaker, 1
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

(Mr. YOUNG of Alaska asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Speaker, I
rise in support of H.R. 3694, the High-
way Funding Restoration Act. This bi-
partisan bill has 316 cosponsors in the
House of Representatives and the other
body companion measure, S. 1917, is co-
sponsored by 74 Members of that body.

I want to particularly thank the gen-
tleman from Iowa (Mr. NUSSLE), the
chairman of the Committee on the
Budget, for his support for the restora-
tion of highway funding. The gen-
tleman from Iowa (Mr. NUSSLE) in-
cluded in the House budget resolution a
provision for the outlay of these funds.
I support enforcement of the budget
resolution adopted by the House.

Mr. Speaker, I am working with the
gentleman from Iowa (Mr. NUSSLE) to
address in the future a better method
of calculating the Revenue Aligned
Budget Authority, which we refer to as
RABA. We need to more accurately
align highway spending with highway
revenues, while maintaining predict-
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ability and stability in highway fund-
ing levels.

There is a clear and strong consensus
that H.R. 3694 is the right approach to
restore proposed cuts to Federal-aid
highway funding in the fiscal year 2003
budget.

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 3694 restores not
less than $4.4 billion to the Federal-aid
highway construction programs for fis-
cal year 2003, and ensures that these
funds will be spent according to the
formula established by the Transpor-
tation Equity Act for the 21st Century,
otherwise called TEA-21.

I am pleased that the leadership of
the House has agreed to this expedited
process. I am confident that the Senate
will also take timely action on the bill
before the fiscal year 2003 appropria-
tions cycle is well underway.

Mr. Speaker, this bill is vitally nec-
essary for three reasons. First, State
Departments of Transportation cannot
absorb the proposed cut of $8.5 billion
below the level of funding received in
the fiscal year of 2002, a 27 percent pro-
gram reduction.

Second, transportation spending
keeps people employed. More than
180,000 family-wage jobs are associated
with the $4.4 billion funding restora-
tion in this bill.

Third, cash balances in the Highway
Trust Fund, the dedicated revenue
source for highway and transit con-
struction, are sufficient to accommo-
date this funding restoration.

Again, I want to thank the full com-
mittee ranking member, the gentleman
from Minnesota (Mr. OBERSTAR); the
gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr. PETRI),
the chairman of the Subcommittee on
Highways and Transit; and the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. BOR-
SKI), the subcommittee ranking mem-
ber, along with the full membership of
the Committee on Transportation and
Infrastructure, and all of the other 242
Members of the House urging imme-
diate passage of the bill.

Mr. Speaker, again, I cannot stress
enough the importance of this bill. It
does restore the funding level where it
should be to build our highways so that
we can keep the 180,000 people em-
ployed and, more than that, increase
the infrastructure necessities in this
country and keep them on the right
track.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

O 1545

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Speaker, I yield
3 minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. BOR-
SKI), the ranking member of the Sub-
committee on Highways and Transit.

(Mr. BORSKI asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. BORSKI. Mr. Speaker, let me
first thank the distinguished ranking
member of the full committee, the gen-
tleman from Minnesota (Mr. OBER-
STAR), for his hard work in this meas-
ure. I also want to commend our chair-
man, the gentleman from Alaska (Mr.
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YOUNG), and our subcommittee chair-
man, the gentleman from Wisconsin
(Mr. PETRI), for this excellent piece of
legislation; and I rise in strong support
of H.R. 3694, the Highway Funding Res-
toration Act.

Mr. Speaker, one of the most impor-
tant measures this House has passed in
recent times was TEA 21, and in TEA 21
we were able to increase the amount of
spending for our highways by over 40
percent and for transit by over 46 per-
cent. We did that because, A, we
worked together. This is the best com-
mittee in the whole House in my view
for working in a bipartisan manner for
the good of this country. We did that
by capturing all the gasoline taxes that
were sent out by the people of this
country to Washington to use for
transportation for its intended pur-
pose. We had firewalls erected to pro-
tect that spending, and we came up
with the revenue aligned budget au-
thority, better known as RABA.

This process is important to make
sure and to ensure that all incoming
gas tax receipts are applied to trans-
portation infrastructure spending, a
core principle that members of the
Committee on Transportation and In-
frastructure strongly support. Based on
RABA calculations for the fiscal year
2003, the President’s fiscal year 2003
budget proposes to cut funding for the
Federal aid highway program by $8.6
billion or 27 percent. A cut of this mag-
nitude would be absolutely devastating
to State and local transportation pro-
grams.

The administration claims that TEA
21 required these cuts; and, Mr. Speak-
er, that simply is not true. TEA 21’s
guaranteed highway investment level
as reflected in the President’s budget is
a floor, not a ceiling. The administra-
tion could have and should have re-
quested more.

The committee bill proposes to in-
crease fiscal year 2003 funding by at
least $4.4 billion to $27.7 billion, the
level authorized in TEA 21. This bill ac-
complishes the following: it protects
180,000 family wage construction jobs;
promotes economic recovery through
the proven infusion of funds and of
proven infrastructure programs; and
helps compensate for the drastic and
disruptive swing in highway funding in
fiscal year 2003. Moreover, the addi-
tional funds are completely paid for
with funds already in the highway
trust funds. The fund has an 18 to $20
billion balance that can easily accom-
modate this and can only be used for
highway and transit programs.

In addition, and as important to pro-
viding increased funding for fiscal year
2003, the bill provides a higher budget
baseline for which to measure next
year’s reauthorization bill. A higher
baseline will improve our ability to in-
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crease highway spending in the bill re-
authorizing TEA 21.

Mr. Speaker, the committee bill has
strong bipartisan support in the House
with 317 members co-sponsoring the in-
troduced bill. I urge my colleagues to
vote for this bill.

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Speaker, I
yield such time as he may consume to
the gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr.
PETRI), the chairman of the Sub-
committee on Highways and Transit of
the Committee on Transportation and
Infrastructure.

Mr. PETRI. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of the bill before us, H.R. 3694,
the Highway Funding Restoration Act.
It is a bipartisan bill as we have heard,
and I look forward to its passage this
afternoon.

We are moving this bill today as part
of an agreement with the leadership in
the Committee on Appropriations to
ensure proper levels of highway spend-
ing under the budget firewalls in the
coming year.

The supplemental appropriations bill
that will soon be considered by the
House will also include language ad-
dressing the guaranteed levels of
spending as agreed to by the two com-
mittees. By declaring the revenue
aligned budget authority, which is in
the committee known as RABA, cal-
culation for budget year 2003 to be zero,
H.R. 3694 restores not less than $4.4 bil-
lion for the Federal aid highway pro-
gram. This is consistent with funding
levels that were contemplated when
TEA 21 was passed back in 1998, and it
ensures that the funding will be spent
according to the rules set forth in the
Transportation Equity Act for the 21st
century, TEA 21.

With 317 co-sponsors in the House and
74 of the companion bill in the Senate,
H.R. 3694 has strong bipartisan support.
The administration’s 2003 budget pro-
posal cut funding for the highway pro-
gram by 27 percent. State highway pro-
grams cannot absorb a cut of this sig-
nificance, nor can the economy of our
country. The potential employment
loss created by a cut of this magnitude
could be as high as 180,000 family-wage
jobs. As the economy climbs out of this
short recession, the loss of this many
jobs is unacceptable. And it is impor-
tant to note that the highway trust
fund with a cash balance of $20 billion
can sustain this spending.

The trust fund is comprised of dedi-
cated revenues paid by highway users
that can only be used for highway and
transit projects.

Finally, as part of the agreement be-
tween the two committees, we have
agreed to include technical changes re-
quested by the Committee on Appro-
priations regarding project funding.
Certain projects from the budget year
2002 Transportation Appropriations Act
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have been found by the Department of
Transportation to be ineligible for
funding under Federal aid highway
guidelines.

As Members may know, I was one
who was very concerned by the actions
of the Committee on Appropriations
last year and trusts that we will not
see a repeat this year. But in the spirit
of the agreement and securing the ad-
ditional needed funds, a provision mak-
ing those projects eligible is included
here today.

Mr. Speaker, restoring the highway
funds under the firewall is supported
by our Nation’s governors, our mayors,
industry and labor interests alike. I
join with our chairman, the gentleman
from Alaska (Mr. YOUNG), full com-
mittee ranking member, the gentleman
from Minnesota (Mr. OBERSTAR), the
Subcommittee on Highways and Tran-
sit committee ranking member, the
gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr.
BORSKI), and the more than 300 co-
sponsors and supporting H.R. 3694, and
I urge its immediate passage.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Speaker, I yield
3 minutes to the distinguished gentle-
woman from the District of Columbia
(Ms. NORTON).

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the distinguished ranking member for
yielding me time. I thank the gen-
tleman and the gentleman from Alaska
(Mr. YouNG), as well as our sub-
committee chair and ranking members,
for working so well and so closely to-
gether to bring this bill to the floor
today.

One thing we have enough money for
in this time of war-time priorities, this
time of recession is to continue to
builds our roads and bridges. Thank
goodness for the trust fund. Have trust
in the trust fund. It would be absurd to
let the technicality of a flawed formula
keep us from doing what we always do
in times of recession: we build and we
make jobs.

We are told, of course, that we are
coming out of a recession. Well, I want
someone to tell that to the 8.6 million
Americans who are jobless. I want you
to look at our unemployment rates:
February, 5.5 percent; March, 5.7 per-
cent; April, 6 percent. Surely Congress
can do more with rising unemployment
than make it worse.

We have heard about stimulus all
last year. This is the stimulus bill.
That is what this bill is, and it would
destimulate the economy if we were to
pull it. Remember, we are not restoring
what we had hoped to achieve, but only
what we guaranteed to achieve.

Mr. Speaker, I include in the RECORD
the job loss by State if there were an
$8.6 billion cut in the Highway trust
fund, Mr. Speaker.

TABLE 2.—FY 2003 FEDERAL HIGHWAY FUNDS AND EMPLOYMENT LOSS RESULTING FROM $8.6 BILLION HIGHWAY INVESTMENT CUT!

State

FY 2002 highway
program funds?

Est. FY 2003
program funds 2

FY 2003 highway
funds lost?

Employment
loss 3

Alabama

$561,369,840 $421,025,208  —$140,344,632 —5,894

Alaska

314,796,062 246,539,742 — 68,256,310 —2,867
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TABLE 2.—FY 2003 FEDERAL HIGHWAY FUNDS AND EMPLOYMENT LOSS RESULTING FROM $8.6 BILLION HIGHWAY INVESTMENT CUT !—Continued

State FY 2002 highway Est. FY 2003 FY 2003 highway ~ Employment
program funds2  program funds 2 funds lost 2 loss 3

Arizona 486,224,631 365,140,719 —121,083,912 —5,086
Arkansas 362,652,003 275,455,607 — 87,196,396 —3,662
California 2,517,465,102 1,899,291,678 — 18,173,424 —25,963
Colorado 353,164,878 265,780,999 — 87,383,879 —-3,670
Connecticut 408,920,297 313,495,052 — 95,425,245 —4,008
Delaware 119,922,416 91,097,545 —28,824,871 —1211
Dist. of Col. 110,273,846 81,398,200 — 28,875,646 —1213
Florida 1,289,548 451 974,165,577 — 315,382,874 —13,246
Georgia 988,693,630 745,903,153 — 242,790,477 —10,197
Hawaii 142,271,252 106,770,543 — 35,500,709 —1,491
Idaho 211,278,292 160,135,462 —51,142,830 —2,148
lllinois 933,065,783 697,096,259 — 235,969,524 -9911
Indiana 638,900,893 486,743,971 — 152,156,922 —6,391
lowa 329,542,978 247,574,819 —81,968,159 —3443
Kansas 324,857,477 241,313,125 — 83,544,352 —3,509
Kentucky 483,920,664 362,099,979 — 121,820,685 —5116
Louisiana 433,579,090 330,471,089 —103,108,001 —4331
Maine 147,088,238 109,890,629 —37,197,609 —1,562
Maryland 446,350,792 339,318,294 —107,032,498 —4,495
M husett 514,207,475 387,835,987 — 126,371,488 —5,308
Mich 894,938,840 673,029,684 —221,909,156 —9,320
t 408,448,438 309,125,401 —99,323,037 —4,172
355,307,069 268,482,622 — 86,824,447 —3,647
Missouri 646,930,635 488,228,184 — 158,702,451 —6,666
Montana 266,187,164 204,791,716 —61,395,448 —2,579
Nebraska 216,342,091 159,818,713 — 56,523,378 —2,374
Nevada 199,134,908 149,455,313 —149,679,595 —2,087
New Hampshire 140,217,067 107,247,956 —32,969,111 —1,385
New Jersey 724,639,854 541,582,536 — 183,057,318 —17,688
New Mexico 268,593,028 203,825,094 — 64,767,934 —2,720
New York 1,410,507,671 1,064,982,917 — 345,524,754 —14,512
North Carolina 776,521,747 584,307,329 —192,214,418 —8,073
North Dakota 179,364,937 134,932,708 — 144,432,229 —1,866
Ohio 959,669,321 725,512,146 — 234,157,175 —9,835
Oklat 428,337,012 318,248,522 — 110,088,490 — 4,624
Oregon 337,801,111 255,489,120 —82,311,991 —3,457
Pennsyl 1,391,790,146 1,045,698,054 — 346,092,092 — 14,536
Rhode Island 164,112,784 123,469,448 — 140,643,336 —-1,707
South Carolina 461,162,748 350,138,781 — 111,023,967 —4,663
South Dakota 198,817,128 150,819,598 — 47,997,530 —2,016
T 624,496,977 476,815,649 — 147,681,328 —6,203
Texas 2,146,259,084 1,614,117,018 — 532,143,066 —22,350
Utah 216,504,854 161,358,980 — 55,145,874 —-2,316
Vermont 124,155,175 94,175,207 —29,979,968 —1,259
Virginia 710,248,118 544,143 511 — 166,104,607 —6,976
Washingt 493,771,495 368,381,629 — 125,389,866 —5,266
West Virginia 308,059,534 234,857,433 —73,202,101 —3,074
Wisconsin 545,548,760 410,919,572 — 134,629,188 —5,654
Wyoming 188,997,682 143,820,077 — 145,177,605 —1,897
State Total 27,904,959,458  21,056,318,555 ~—6,848,640,903  —287,643
Allocated programs 3,894,144,542 2,148,468,445  —1,745,676,097 —73318
Grand Total 31,799,104,000  23,204,787,000 —8,594,317,000  — 360,961

Lincludes $80 million reduction due to proposed transfer to Federal Motor Carrier Safety Administration.

2Source: FHWA 2/4/02 Comparison of Estimated FY 2003 Distribution of Obligation Limitation and . . . President’s Budget.
3Employment loss is spread of 7 years, with most loss occurring in 2003 and 2004.

Current Balance in Highway Account of the Highway Trust Fund: $18,855,632,135.

Mr. Speaker, I indicate that we are
not putting the whole thing back. It is
4.4 billion because that is all they had
a right to expect. They did not have
the right to expect that we would ex-
ceed it. They had a right to expect
what we guaranteed them when we
passed TEA 21. But if we did what the
administration wanted, it would be a
grand total of 360,961 jobs lost. Nobody
wants to do that in this Congress.

Interrupting highway construction
would have a particularly chaotic ef-
fect on States which are having to cut
every other program. They now have to
cannibalize some highway projects in
order to finish others. It would exacer-
bate the budget cutting already going
on in every State of the Union; and,
worse, it would reduce the baseline
next year when we reauthorize the sur-
face transportation bill. In other
words, we would hurt the past because
we are trying to catch up. We would
hurt the present and we would hurt the
future.

We are getting somewhere in infra-
structure. I can remember just a few
years ago we were sliding back so badly
that we wondered if we would ever
catch up. We are catching up. This is
no time to turn around and go down
the road to deeper unemployment and
to infrastructure damage. Thanks for

all involved to help us keep moving
ahead.

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Speaker, 1
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to address
one thing that has been brought up by
the previous speakers. I do believe this
is, in fact, a stimulus package. It is not
as large as we would like to have it.
There has also been mention, though,
about the President’s budget cut, and I
will have to say that is true; but I also
say I have been under seven Presidents
since I have been in this body, probably
one more than my good friend, the gen-
tleman from Minnesota (Mr. OBER-
STAR).

Under our Constitution the Presi-
dent, regardless of what party, has the
responsibility to submit a budget. And
as I tell every constituent that comes
into our office, that is his responsi-
bility. But it is our responsibility as a
House of the people to write the budg-
et. We write the budget. We raise the
money for it from the people, and we
designate how it shall be spent. That is
our role. I am extremely pleased that
317 Members of this Congress decided in
this case that it was more important
to, in fact, restore the guaranteed
money for the construction of high-
ways and bridges and improving our

highway system than we were to take
the recommendation of another branch
of this great government of ours. But I
never hold it against any one of the
Presidents for that responsibility of
submitting the budget.

It makes us do our work a little bit
more efficiently and a little bit better.
As I mentioned in my opening state-
ment, a whole lot of other people, in-
cluding the gentleman from Iowa (Mr.
NUSSLE), has recognized the impor-
tance of the construction of a highway
system within this great Nation of
ours. We have just begun. We have rail
to improve. We have, again, air to im-
prove. We have shipping ports to im-
prove. And the responsibility of the
committee, which is totally bipartisan,
the responsibility of that committee is
to make sure that the people of Amer-
ica recognize the importance of a mod-
ern transportation system being put in
place for the future. And I would just
like to say this is one tiny infant step
in the right direction.

We must continue that as we reau-
thorize TEA 21, as we go forth with new
rail legislation, as we go forth with
other legislation packages and that we
will do.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.



May 14, 2002

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself 15 seconds to say I concur with
my distinguished chairman.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the
distinguished gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia (Mrs. TAUSCHER).

Mrs. TAUSCHER. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the ranking member for yielding
me time.

Mr. Speaker, I too rise to support
H.R. 3694 and to thank the chairman
and the full committee ranking mem-
ber and the subcommittee chairman
and ranking member for their leader-
ship to put forward the Highway Fund-
ing Restoration Act.

I am proud to be a co-sponsor of this
legislation and am proud of the bipar-
tisan way the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure has worked
together to bring this bill to the floor.

This bill will restore $373 million for
highway projects in California and
allow projects we desperately need to
move forward, including adding carpool
lanes to 1-680/80, widening Highway 4,
and developing the Oakland Airport
interconnector.

This does not replace all the money
President Bush cut from California’s
transportation budget, but it is a good
first step. It also translates to saving
more than 15,000 good-paying jobs
across our State. Commuters in the
Bay Area face some of the worst con-
gestion in the country, and we are also
facing a sluggish economy.

Now is not the time to be cutting
Federal funding for highway projects.
This bill will fund California’s section
of the highway account at $2.3 billion
for the next year. While this amount
was authorized in TEA 21 for the next
year, it is not sufficient to meet Cali-
fornia’s needs. I will continue to push
for more money to be used from the
trust fund which has $18 billion in cash
just sitting in it.

In addition to restoring money, this
bill reasserts the integrity of the budg-
et firewalls in TEA 21 and the realigned
budget authority mechanism called
RABA. These provisions will ensure
that local communities can plan trans-
portation projects knowing that the
Federal Government will be a predict-
able partner throughout the life of a
project.

Every community in America de-
pends on transportation to keep its
people and local economy moving. I
urge my colleagues to support this bill
and keep America’s transportation im-
provements on track.

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Speaker, 1
reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, in anticipation of yield-
ing to the next gentleman, I will yield
to the gentleman from West Virginia
(Mr. RAHALL), but I just wanted to
point out that the gentleman was the
ranking member on the Subcommittee
on Highways and Transit in the last
Congress when we authorized TEA 21. I
want to acknowledge the superb role
the gentleman played in the crafting of
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that legislation and the many hours of
personal endeavor he gave to the
crafting of what became known as TEA
21, and his solid grasp of the issues that
we fought over in this body and in the
conference.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the
gentleman from West Virginia (Mr. RA-
HALL).

J 1600

Mr. RAHALL. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from Minnesota (Mr.
OBERSTAR) and our ranking member on
the full Committee on Transportation
and Infrastructure for yielding me the
time and for his very kind words. I also
join in commending the gentleman
from Alaska (Mr. YOUNG), the chair-
man, for his leadership; the gentleman
from Minnesota (Mr. OBERSTAR), rank-
ing member; the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania (Mr. BORSKI), the ranking sub-
committee member; and the gentleman
from Wisconsin (Mr. PETRI), the rank-
ing subcommittee chairman, for their
leadership, not only in bringing this
legislation to the floor but for last
year’s invaluable leadership, the last
time we did TEA-21, for their leader-
ship in that regard as well.

Mr. Speaker, I am very pleased that
H.R. 3694, the Highway Funding Res-
toration Act, does have broad bipar-
tisan support. It will restore, as we
have heard, at least $4.4 billion to the
Federal aid to highway program from
the amount the administration had re-
quested. These brutal cuts would have
sucked the life out of our highway pro-
gram in southern West Virginia.

Keeping our new highway construc-
tion and existing road improvements
on track is our number one need at this
moment. This vital work saves lives
and brings new jobs, especially in the
southern part of West Virginia, as we
are once again experiencing the dev-
astating effects of floods that have rav-
aged through our area in the last cou-
ple of weeks.

We have $18 billion sitting in the
Highway Trust Fund. If anything, we
need to pour more of it into building
the roads our people desperately need,
not less. Today, we will set a funding
level of $21.7 billion for fiscal year 2003.
This will help to ensure that each of
the 50 States gets the highway funding
they need so they will not have to re-
sort to postponing or canceling high-
way projects.

In West Virginia, we are working on
many highway projects to enable our
citizens to participate in interstate
commerce and to open up West Vir-
ginia to new business opportunities, in-
cluding the Coalfields Expressway, the
King Coal Highway and upgrading the
safety of Route 10.

The West Virginia DOT cannot afford
to lose Federal funds necessary to plan,
build and maintain these roads. I know
the DOTs in the other 49 States will
say the same thing about their high-
way projects. That is why we have such
broad support for this legislation, not
only from Members of Congress, but
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from State governments, highway
groups and others around the country.

When we wrote TEA-21, we guaran-
teed a minimum level of spending in
the Federal aid to highway program.
H.R. 3694 will ensure that the budg-
etary firewalls are protected. In addi-
tion, this bill restores the obligation
limits for fiscal year 2003 so Federal
highway spending will not be less than
$27.7 billion.

In West Virginia, we have been work-
ing to build jobs through transpor-
tation. We also have a strong transpor-
tation research center at the Rahall
Appalachian Transportation Institute
at Marshall University in Huntington,
West Virginia, which is one of the Uni-
versity Transportation Centers we es-
tablished in TEA-21.

The bill we will pass today will re-
store $4.4 billion to the Federal aid
highway program. It will protect
180,000 family wage construction jobs.
In West Virginia, we will see $45.9 mil-
lion restored and 3,074 jobs protected.

We have 317 bipartisan cosponsors of
this legislation because of the tremen-
dous leadership of Chairman YOUNG
and Ranking Member OBERSTAR and
because each Member realizes how
vital a guaranteed highway funding
level is to their respective States in
order to secure constituents’ jobs in
the highway construction industry and
to promote a healthy economy.

Again, I ask for enactment of this
legislation and commend the leader-
ship on both sides of the House.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself 10 minutes.

The role of a chairman, Mr. Speaker,
is to lead and our chairman of the
Committee on Transportation and In-
frastructure on this legislation and on
many others has led. As soon as we got
word of the budget language and the
prospective cut, without waiting to see
the actual document, the chairman
sprang into action. We joined forces, as
we do on this committee and as we are
known almost Ilegendarily in the
House, on a bipartisan basis, to rectify
the wrong.

The chairman was quite right in
pointing out that, I choose to say, with
all the Presidents with whom we have
served, not under. We are a coequal
branch. This is not new. Cutting high-
way funds started with President Lyn-
don Johnson in 1968 on the rec-
ommendation of the same gang that
did one, the then Bureau of the Budget,
that said we need to cut funds in order
to dampen inflation, build up a bit of a
surplus to offset the burgeoning sur-
plus at the beginning of the Vietnam
War, and as the chairman observed, it
is an old dictum that the President
proposes but the Congress disposes.

As astute and an early observer as
Edmund Burke, the noted British his-
torian, political science writer, a cen-
tury ago observed that a presidential
budget in the hands of a strong Speak-
er is worth little more than the paper
on which the words are written. Well,
we intend to do what Burke observed,
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to assure that those are just simply
numbers on paper and that the intent
of TEA-21 is carried out.

It will restore $4.4 billion of the
President’s 27 percent cut in the Fed-
eral aid highway program. Important
for a number of reasons, as other
speakers have noted, this cut itself
will, or this restoration will affect
180,000 jobs, but the original budget cut
proposed would affect 360,000 jobs over
the next 5 years. Worse, it will result
in a budget surplus in the Highway
Trust Fund of $34 billion and extend it
out over a decade. It will reach a near-
ly $80 billion surplus in the Highway
Trust Fund.

By way of comparison when we start-
ed with TEA-21 in January of 1998,
there was a $29 billion surplus in the
Highway Trust Fund. We would be
going backward. In fact, if we do not
make this restoration the last year of
funding for TEA-21 will be less than
the first year of TEA-21. That is not
the direction in which the American
people want this country to move or
expect this committee to move in.

We do not establish a ceiling for the
highway program. The bill says high-
way funding should be at least $27.7 bil-
lion. That is the minimum, and as the
process goes forward, I hope we will be
able to restore even more than that as
we get into the final process of the
budget and the supplemental appro-
priations bill with the other body.

The Highway Trust Fund now can
support $30 billion in outlays. By the
end of this process, I hope we will have
achieved an outcome that expends
every last penny of that Highway Trust
Fund. We did not just do this as an ac-
cident when we crafted TEA-21. That
was a hard fought bill here on this
floor till 2:30 in the morning on the
budget process in 1997, and then all the
way through the committee and into
1998, and we had an overwhelming vote,
and then we went to conference and we
had a 2-month conference with the
United States Senate. Every piece of
that legislation was fought through.

The other body did not want to have
a guaranteed account. The other body
did not want to have the levels of au-
thorization that we set forth in what
became TEA-21, and this committee,
standing for this body, fought for the
guaranteed account and for the rev-
enue adjusted budget authority, and we
got it in there. We cannot let a presi-
dential or OMB dictum take it away
from us and from the people of this
country.

The extraordinary history of TEA-21
has been that in the 42 years of the
interstate highway program we in-
vested $114 billion of Federal funds to
build the 44,000-mile interstate high-
way system. In 4% years of TEA-21, we
invested $114 billion. We did in 4%
years what it took 42 years of the
interstate highway program, and in the
process we created 1%2 million new jobs,
the good jobs, the jobs that buy the
homes and buy the cars and buy the
household appliances and put the kids
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through school, jobs that have sus-
tained the economic expansion of the
last 7 years, until it hit the body with
that recession that we are trying to
creep out of.

The Highway Trust Fund is a dedi-
cated account. It cannot be used for
any other purpose. It can only be used
for highway and transit funding. It can
support more funding, and when we
crafted TEA-21, we knew that the year-
by-year levels that we authorized
would be less than what could be spent.
So we provided an additional $15 billion
of authorizations over and above the
amount specified year by year.

There is enough in the Highway
Trust Fund now. There is a surplus of
roughly $20 billion, and let us acknowl-
edge that maybe 6 or $7 billion of that
is already spoken for by forward fund-
ing of the States, but there is enough
in there to support the level of funding
that we authorized for this coming fis-
cal year for TEA-21, and we ought to do
it. We ought to do it because if we for
no other reason, the cost of congestion,
the congestion tax in just 68 major
metropolitan areas of the TUnited
States is $78 Dbillion last year as
verified by the Texas Transportation
Institute in its report on congestion.

This is a bargain, $8.6 billion restored
or $4.4 billion that we are trying to do
in this bill. That is a bargain to help
buy down the cost of congestion.

A key element of this bill is a sense
of Congress that we will work together
in a reauthorization to ensure that the
revenue alignment mechanism of
RABA is fine-tuned to more accurately
align highway fund spending with high-
way revenues so as to have greater pre-
dictability and stability in highway
funding.

I understand also that our chairman,
gentleman from Alaska, has reached an
agreement with the chairman of the
Committee on Appropriations to at-
tach the language of this bill to the
supplemental appropriations bill in-
stead of language that would have de-
clared that the RABA mechanism shall
have no force or effect. Now that is
very serious language that would have
had a very, very bad effect, and I think
striking that language and supplanting
our bill is a good agreement.

That agreement also has a dark side,
and the dark side is that we also have
to agree to authorize projects that
were earmarked in the Transportation
Appropriations Act this fiscal year
that are ineligible for funding. I do not
want to debate the merits of those par-
ticular projects, but I just want to
focus on process.

This is an example of legislative
process that is spinning out of control.
In the last several years we have
moved away from deliberative consid-
eration of legislation, including trans-
portation appropriations bills.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LAHoOD). The time of the gentleman
from Minnesota (Mr. OBERSTAR) has ex-
pired. The gentleman from Alaska (Mr.
YOUNG) has 12 minutes remaining.
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Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Speaker, 1
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from
Minnesota (Mr. OBERSTAR).

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman from Alaska (Mr.
YOUNG) for his generosity.

Two-thirds of the Members of this
body did not serve in this body in prior
years when there were different rules
that now are routinely waived. We had
transportation appropriations con-
ference reports submitted to us at 7
a.m. on the day the bill is to be consid-
ered 2 hours later, no time for the staff
of the majority or the minority to
evaluate what is in those bills. Mem-
bers were lucky if they saw a copy, let
alone have an idea of what was in it.

Similarly, the other body no longer
passes appropriation bills with num-
bered amendments, so that when they
come over here from conference there
is no opportunity to stand up and chal-
lenge a particular numbered amend-
ment in an appropriation bill.

In 1993, Chairman Natcher of the
Committee on Appropriations brought
the transportation appropriation con-
ference report with 63 amendments in
disagreement. We could challenge each
one of those. We no longer can do that.
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We no longer even have the time to
consider in appropriate fashion what
has been sent from the other body,
whether in a conference report or oth-
erwise.

Now we ought to know before we vote
what we are voting on. We should know
that bills that earmark interstate
highway funds for projects that are not
on the interstate are pending before us;
we ought to know that the bill before
us commits public lands funds for
projects that do not involve Federal
lands; that scenic byway funds are for
a project that is not on a scenic byway;
that bridge replacement funds are dedi-
cated to a project that does not replace
a bridge.

We are in the position in this com-
mittee of voting without having an op-
portunity to know what we are voting
on and, therefore, to object to what we
are voting on. We need to restore the
deliberative process to this body’s con-
sideration of appropriation bills.

I know that I speak for myself, I
know I speak for the Members on the
Democratic side, and I know that I ex-
press the frustration that the chairman
and members of our committee on the
majority side have as well. Let us re-
store a deliberative process so that we
can do the public’s business in a fair
and effective way.

Mr. Speaker, I thank the distin-
guished chairman for yielding this
time, and I yield back the balance of
my time.

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Speaker, 1
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Speaker, the statements of my
good friend, the gentleman from Min-
nesota (Mr. OBERSTAR), are absolutely
true. I am hoping we can convince the
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leadership on this side of the aisle, and,
of course, the leadership on that side of
the aisle, that what is sent to us from
the other body in the waning hours of
any session has been done inappropri-
ately and that we have to have the
time to make sure we are actually fol-
lowing the proper procedure and that
we do not rush to leave this body and
leave, very frankly, some things done
inappropriately, as were done last year
in October, because we do have to rec-
tify that now.

I have let it be known to Members
that went back to their districts and
made statements of what they had
achieved, and they had not achieved
that, that I understand their dilemma.
So this is a one-shot deal for them, and
I hope everybody watching this in their
office who are on that list makes sure
they understand this is the only time
they are going to get a chance to get
projects agreed to, as it goes through
our committee, or at least in consulta-
tion with the chairman and myself, and
of course the ranking member. Because
that is the appropriate way to do it.

The other body, the only way we can
control that body is to reject what
they send to us, and that takes a great
deal of courage. I am hoping we have
the courage to say no, not until we
take the time to do what is right legis-
latively, with a great deal of delibera-
tion, and the ability to do the job that
we have been elected to do. This has
been going on now for about 4 or 5
years, and I think it is time the House
stands up and says no, this is not going
to happen, you are not going to send us
a great big bill, bigger than that room
itself, and not know what is in it.

My staff and myself have spent time,
primarily my staff, and I will admit
that, just researching what was done
last year to find out what projects were
put in that were not authorized and,
very frankly, took monies from
projects that were authorized; and we
do not think that is the correct way to
go.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 minute to the
gentlewoman from Maryland (Mrs.
MORELLA).

Mrs. MORELLA. Mr. Speaker, 1
thank the gentleman for not only
yielding me this time, but for his lead-
ership on this issue, and I also com-
mend the ranking member, the gen-
tleman from Minnesota (Mr. OBER-
STAR).

I just simply rise in support of this
bill, H.R. 3694, because this bill, the
Highway Funding Restoration Act, is
going to restore no less than $66.5 mil-
lion in highway funding in my State of
Maryland, and that is going to rep-
resent 2,725 jobs. So I urge passage of
the bill.

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Speaker, 1
insert for the RECORD an exchange of
letters between the gentleman from
Iowa (Mr. NUSSLE), Chairman of the
Committee on the Budget, which I re-
ferred to earlier.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
COMMITTEE ON TRANSPORTATION
AND INFRASTRUCTURE,

Washington, DC, May 2, 2002.
Hon. JIM NUSSLE,
Chairman, Committee on Budget,

Building, Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: Thank you for your
letter of May 2, 2002, regarding H.R. 3694, the
Highway Funding Restoration Act and for
your willingness to waive consideration of
provisions in the bill that fall within your
Committee’s jurisdiction under House Rules.

I agree that your waiving consideration of
relevant provisions of H.R. 3694 does not
waive your Committee’s jurisdiction over
the bill. I also acknowledge your right to
seek conferees on any provisions that are
under your Committee’s jurisdiction during
any House-Senate conference on H.R. 3694 or
similar legislation, and will support your re-
quest for conferees on such provisions.

As you request, your letter and this re-
sponse will be included in the committee re-
port on the legislation as well the Congres-
sional Record during consideration on the
House Floor.

Thank you for your cooperation in moving
this important legislation.

Sincerely,

Cannon

DON YOUNG,
Chairman.
U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
COMMITTEE ON THE BUDGET,
Washington, DC, May 2, 2002.

Hon. DON YOUNG,

Chairman, Committee on Transportation and
Infrastructure, Rayburn House Office
Building, Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. YOUNG: On May 1, 2002 the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastructure
ordered reported H.R. 3694, the Highway
Funding Restoration Act. At introduction,
H.R. 3694 was referred solely to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture. In committee, however, an amendment
was adopted that added three new sections to
the bill. Section four, ‘‘Adjustments to Guar-
antee Funding Levels,” and section five
‘“‘Sense of Congress Regarding Revenue
Aligned Budget Authority” are within the
primary jurisdiction of the Budget com-
mittee. I want to thank you for working
closely with me to ensure that those provi-
sions were acceptable to the Budget Com-
mittee.

Because of our close working relationship
on this matter and in order to expedite the
consideration of H.R. 3694, I do not intend to
seek a sequential referral of the bill as or-
dered reported. In not seeking a sequential
referral of H.R. 3694, the committee does not
waive its jurisdiction or its prerogatives over
this legislation. The Budget Committee also
reserves its authority to seek conferees on
H.R. 3694 or a similar Senate bill with re-
spect to provisions that are within the com-
mittee’s jurisdiction; and, I ask your com-
mitment to support any such request by the
Budget Committee.

Finally, I would ask that you include a
copy of our exchange of letters on this mat-
ter in your committee report and in the Con-
gressional Record during floor consideration.
Thank you for your assistance and coopera-
tion in this matter.

Sincerely,
JIM NUSSLE,
Chairman.

Mr. LIPINSKI. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to
state my enthusiastic support of H.R. 3694,
the Highway Funding Restoration Act.

First of all, 1 would like to salute the Chair-
man of the full Committee, the gentleman from
Alaska (Mr. YOUNG), and the Chairman of the
Subcommittee on Highways & Transit, the
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gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr. Petri). Just as
importantly, the leadership abilities of the rank-
ing member of the full Committee, the gen-
tleman from Minnesota (Mr. OBERSTAR), and
the ranking member of the Subcommittee, the
gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. BORSKI),
were important components in this entire proc-
ess.

| have been a member of the Transportation
and Infrastructure Committee since my first
term, and things are no different now than in
1983. Smart investments in our nation’s infra-
structure brings about national economic ben-
efits. It's estimated that every dollar invested
in our highway system yield $2.60 in economic
benefits.

As many of my colleagues in this body may
know, the Administration’s FY 2003 budget re-
quest would have reduced Federal-Aid high-
way funding to $23 billion down, which rep-
resents a dramatic decrease from FY 2002
funding levels.

Many of my colleagues were rightfully con-
cerned at this funding request, and | shared
those concerns. While $23 billion may sound
like a lot of money and more than sufficient,
the reality is much different. The real funding
needs for our infrastructure already exceeds
current funding levels by billions and billions.
Needless to say, the proposed decrease
would have caused potential transportation
funding problems in every state and in every
congressional district.

For my home state of Illinois, under the pro-
posed budget, we would have seen a de-
crease of $236 million in highway funds in FY
2003, and there would have been serious
ramifications across lllinois. Highway and road
projects across lllinois would have been ad-
versely impacted. Just as importantly, it could
have also meant the loss of 10,000 jobs—jobs
that we can ill afford to lose.

By restoring the highway funds to the levels
authorized under TEA 21, lllinois would have
nearly $139 million restored, and by funding
our transportation needs in a fiscally respon-
sible fashion, we all win.

I'm proud to be an original cosponsor of
H.R. 3694. With nearly 320 cosponsors, it's
clear to see that there is broad, bipartisan
support for this bill. | urge all of my colleagues
to vote for this important piece of legislation.

Mr. UDALL of New Mexico, Mr. Speaker, |
rise today in strong support of H.R. 3694, the
Highway Funding Restoration Act. This impor-
tant legislation restores critical funding for the
Federal-Aid Highway Program.

Upon enactment of TEA 21 in 1998, funding
for the Federal-aid highway program was
linked to highway user fee revenues deposited
into the Highway Trust Fund. This was done
partially by including a budgetary mechanism
included in TEA 21 called Revenue Aligned
Budget Authority (RABA), which adjusts the
guaranteed amount of highway funding avail-
able to reflect the most recent estimates of
Highway Trust Fund revenues.

An unexpected downturn in highway reve-
nues caused by the RABA provision of TEA
21 resulted in a decrease of an $8.6 billion or
27 percent cut in highway funding in the Presi-
dent’s FY 2003 budget proposal.

H.R. 3694 restores billions of critical dollars
for our state departments of transportation as
they cannot be expected to absorb a cut of
this magnitude in one year, especially at a
time when State revenues are also declining.
The 27 percent cut in highway funds proposed
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in the president's Budget will decimate State
transportation programs, delay efforts to de-
crease road congestion and deny the traveling
public all of the benefits that would result from
reduced congestion—shortened travel times,
increased productivity and economic growth,
and improved safety.

This shortfall will have a severe negative im-
pact on New Mexico and will result in a de-
crease of $69 million for the New Mexico
State Highway and Transportation Depart-
ment. For many in the Intermountain West, it
is not unheard of for people to commute 70
miles to and from work. As a result, the trans-
portation on our roadways is absolutely cru-
cial. A loss of $69 million will cause the post-
ponement of several important highway con-
struction projects, as well as reductions in
money spent on road maintenance. In addi-
tion, it is projected that New Mexico will lose
an estimated 2,700 jobs as a result of the
shortfall.

| am sure many other states will face similar
funding and job losses if these monies are not
restored for FY 03. Therefore, | urge my col-
leagues to join me in support of H.R. 3694
and avoid a devastating shortfall in state
transportation budgets.

Mr. MATHESON. Mr. Speaker, | rise today
to give my full support to the passage of H.R.
3694, this is vital legislation, needed not just
for our roads, bridges, and interchanges but
also for our towns, our states, and our national
economy.

There is no doubt that our economy is not
expanding as it was just a couple of years
ago. Unemployment is at a six year high and
consumer confidence is low. There is a way,
however, to provide good jobs, expand com-
merce, and make lasting investments in our
country and that is to restore highway funding.

This year's budget has an $8.6 billion cut to
federal-aid highways. The swings in our econ-
omy have translated into a wild swing in how
we administer highway funding. Just last year,
the Treasury Department predicted a $4.5 bil-
lion increase in funding levels, only to be
faced with a $4.4 billion drop. We must now
carefully choose our funding priorities.

Without the restoration of this money we will
only exacerbate the economic downturn. In my
home state of Utah, where highway funding is
at a premium, these cuts mean a $55 million
dollar shortfall in roadway funds. This means
the loss of jobs and contracts-over 3,000 jobs
in Utah alone and 180,000 jobs across the
country.

Finally, we have already collected the taxes
for the trust fund—it was paid by every person
who filled a gas tank, rode a bus, or drove a
car last year.

Mr. Speaker, this is a short-term fix. While
the idea of Revenue Aligned Budget Authority
has worked well in the past, it is clear that we
need to adjust the formula to prevent future
cuts from happening.

This is a uniquely bi-partisan and bi-
camerae bill that will immediately help all of
our constituents and ensure that we continue
to make good sound investments and create
good, well paying jobs.

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Speaker, this Member
rises in strong support of H.R. 3694, the High-
way Funding Restoration Act.

This Member would like to begin by com-
mending the distinguished gentleman from
Alaska (Mr. YOUNG), the Chairman of the
Transportation and Infrastructure Committee,
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and the distinguished gentleman from Min-
nesota (Mr. OBERSTAR), the ranking Member
of the Committee, for their hard work in bring-
ing this bill to the Floor. With 317 cosponsors,
it is clear that the vast majority of House
Members recognize the importance of H.R.
3694.

Mr. Speaker, Americans who pay the gas
tax at the pump expect those dollars to be
used for roads and other transportation ex-
penses, and they expect that the money will
be made available promptly. Any budget deci-
sion to spend less on road construction and
maintenance would be a bad fiscal decision as
we attempt to move from an economic reces-
sion. It would be a serious mistake to cut in-
frastructure spending at this critical time.

The bill would restore a minimum of $4.4
billion for highway programs in the budget.
This would bring highway funding back to the
level anticipated when the Transportation Eg-
uity Act for the 21st Century (TEA-21) was
enacted. For the State of Nebraska, this legis-
lation would result in the restoration of $32
million.

The Highway Trust Fund contains a surplus
of about $20 billion—money already paid in
gas taxes. Motorists deserve to have these
funds used expeditiously for transportation
purposes, rather than to accumulate huge
trust fund surpluses.

Mr. Speaker, as an original cosponsor of
this bill, this Member urges his colleagues to
support H.R. 3694.

Mr. BALDACCI. Mr. Speaker, | rise today in
strong support of H.R. 3694, the Highway
Funding Restoration Act. This bill restores
$4.4 billion in transportation funding and
brings us back to the TEA-21 floor of $27.7
billion. It also ensures that this funding will be
used to repair decrepit roads and bridges by
placing it behind TEA-21's firewalls.

Every state in America will be affected by
the $8.8 billion reduction in highway funding
proposed by President Bush. While the RABA
formula was responsible for the large upswing
in FY2002 and the large downturn in FY2003,
we must continue to tie gas tax receipts to
Trust Fund expenditures to ensure that sur-
pluses are not kept artificially high for budg-
etary gimmicks.

The President and this Congress have the
authority to restore this critical funding, and |
am pleased that we are here today to take the
first step. H.R. 3694 sets a funding floor of
$27.7 billion, a $4.4 billion improvement over
President Bush’s budget proposal. However, |
believe that we can and must do better.

| understand that the Senate is considering
doing somewhat better and restoring $5.7 bil-
lion. Such an increase can be sustained by
the Trust Fund given the current $20 billion
surplus and projected receipts. | urge the
House to work with the other body to achieve
at least that amount.

The $8.8 billion reduction contained in the
President’'s budget request would result in a
$37 million decrease in funding for my state.
H.R. 3694 restores about $22 million leaving a
$15 million difference. Maine’s transportation
needs are significant, and the backlog of
roads and bridges in need of repair continually
grows. Harsh winter weather and extensive
use by both tourists and heavy trucks take
their toll on our roads.

Currently, Maine needs to repair 4,000 miles
of its estimated 8,300 highway miles. In its bi-
ennial budget, only 200 of these miles can be
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repaired. At this rate Maine will finish its arte-
rial highways in 8 years, and major collectors
in 34 years. That pace is obviously insufficient
to maintain the safe and reliable transportation
network that is crucial to my state’s economic
future.

Closing the remaining $15 million deficit
would allow the repair of approximately 30 ad-
ditional miles. While this number may seem
small, 30 miles can be critical in providing safe
access to rural Maine communities.

Mr. Speaker, | also strongly support Section
6 of this bill which specifically authorizes 49
projects which encountered eligibility prob-
lems. Three of these projects are located in
Maine. It is absolutely critical that this funding
go forward to assist the communities of Brew-
er, Portland and Aroostook County.

| want to reiterate that the funding level we
are setting here today is a floor, not a ceiling.
| am supporting this legislation as a first step
in ensuring that the infrastructure needs of our
communities in Maine and throughout the
country can be met. | hope that we will work
to go beyond this floor and restore the remain-
ing funding that our states need and deserve.

Mr. TOM DAVIS of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, |
rise in strong support of H.R. 3694, the High-
way Funding Restoration Act, critical legisla-
tion introduced by my friend and colleague,
Mr. YOUNG.

As you know, Mr. Speaker, under TEA-21,
funding for the federal-aid highway program
was linked to highway user fee revenues de-
posited into the Highway Trust Fund (HTF).
This was achieved in part by a budgetary
mechanism called RABA, the Revenue
Aligned Budget Authority, which adjusts the
guaranteed amount of highway funding avail-
able to reflect the most recent estimates of
HTF revenues. Due to an unexpected down-
turn in highway revenues (attributable to a de-
cline in gas, tire, and truck sales, and the
overall economic recession), the President’s
FY 2003 budget proposed an $8.6 billion, or
27 percent cut in highway funding. H.R. 3694
restores $4.4 billion to the highway program (a
return to TEA-21's FY 2003 levels), and pre-
serves TEA-21 “firewalls,” ensuring that the
additional money will be spent on highway
projects.

House passage of this legislation will send
an important message that these funds will be
available to states to continue work on vital
transportation projects. TEA-21 was a huge
win for Virginia, resulting in hundreds of mil-
lions of dollars more each year in federal aid
for transportation projects. This funding meant
progress in our fight against traffic congestion,
enhanced highway safety, and thousands of
jobs—good, family-wage jobs we can't afford
to lose. Halting this progress by cutting fund-
ing 27 percent would be devastating to Vir-
ginia, to our local economies, and to the men
and women whose livelihood depends on
transportation-related projects.

Many projects critical to the continued im-
provement of Virginia's transportation infra-
structure are currently in the works or being
planned—while many others are being set
aside due to funding shortages at the state
and local levels. In my Northern Virginia con-
gressional district, safety, quality of life and
the overall economy depend largely on main-
taining TEA-21 funding. | urge my colleagues
to join me in supporting this legislation.

Mr. CLEMENT. Mr. Speaker, | rise in sup-
port of H.R. 3694, the Highway Funding Res-
toration Act and | want to thank Chairman
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YOUNG, Ranking Member OBERSTAR and my
other colleagues from the Transportation and
Infrastructure Committee for their leadership
on this important bill. The President's pro-
posed 2003 Budget cuts federal-aid highway
funding in my state of Tennessee by over
$158 million. The loss of these funds will re-
sult in the layoffs of thousands of hardworking
Tennesseans—approximately 6,000 lost
jobs—as the state cuts back on bidding out
projects at a time when we should be creating
jobs, not eliminating them.

This unprecedented cut will put the brakes
on highway improvement projects not just in
Tennessee, but throughout the country. After
September 11th, we need to ensure adequate
mobility for our national defense. The cuts of-
fered by the President won’t help our mobility
and, in fact, stand to increase congestion and
safety hazards for the motoring public. The
state aid formula in TEA-21 was meant to es-
tablish a floor, not a ceiling, and the President
is giving states the minimum at a time when
the economy cries out for more investment in
our transportation infrastructure.

That is why we must rally to enact the High-
way Funding Restoration Act and restore $4.4
billion for our highways. Of this amount, this
measure would restore $92 million or approxi-
mately 58% of Tennessee’s lost highway
funds. Although | would like to see the entire
funding level of $158 million for Tennessee re-
turned to the budget, | support this com-
promise to save roads and jobs in Tennessee
and across the nation.

| urge my colleagues to join me in sup-
porting the bill before us.

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Speaker, Federal
investment in transportation is critical to mov-
ing our nation’s people, goods, and economy.
Maintaining and meeting our federal commit-
ment to transportation spending is an impor-
tant first step.

| was proud to serve on the House Trans-
portation and Infrastructure Committee that
authored the 1998 Federal surface transpor-
tation-spending bill entitted TEA-21 (the
Transportation Equity Act for the Twenty-first
Century). This legislation provided record lev-
els of guaranteed funding for highways,
bridges, transit, and enhancement programs.
In addition to funding, it also created a policy
framework that emphasizes good planning,
with a focus on public participation and envi-
ronmental goals. All of these factors are crit-
ical tools to building more livable
communites—where families have choices
about how they travel and where they live.

| was greatly concerned when earlier this
year, the Bush Administration proposed in its
fiscal year 2003 Budget a significant decrease
in transportation spending from what Congress
approved last year. This cut of $8.6 billion, or
a 27 percent reduction in highway funding, is
based on the Revenue Aligned Budget Author-
ity (RABA) provision of TEA-21. The need for
infrastructure management, improvement, and
new capacity has only increased and this
funding is critical to the transportation plans in
many communities. In Oregon alone, the im-
pact is a loss of almost $51 million.

As an original co-sponsor of H.R. 3694, |
was proud to join with other members of Con-
gress in sending a strong signal that our fed-
eral commitment to transportation infrastruc-
ture must be met. This bill would increase fis-
cal year 2003 highway funding by at least $4.4
billion above the level requested in the Presi-
dent’'s Budget.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

Some have argued that since highway pro-
grams benefited from RABA in previous years,
that they must now suffer the negative con-
sequences, too. While this seems a logical ar-
gument, there are some important variables
that come into play. Perhaps the most glaring
is the impact that such a large cut would have
on state transportation departments. Many
state DOTs are already facing funding con-
straints while they are also struggling to main-
tain existing roads and provide solutions to re-
ducing the growing levels of traffic congestion.
Second, transportation spending keeps people
employed building infrastructure critical to eco-
nomic growth. Cutting highway spending by 27
percent would lead to significant job loss and
threaten our economic recovery. Finally, there
is already a cash balance in the Highway
Trust Fund of roughly $20 billion that could be
used to help restore the $4.4 billion proposed
in this bill.

In the upcoming year Congress will begin
reauthorizing TEA-21. This will be an impor-
tant opportunity to re-examine federal trans-
portation policies and funding levels, including
the RABA provision. | encourage my col-
leagues today to pass this bill and help restore
the much-needed highway funding that will
help states meet their transportation needs,
help keep the economy growing, and help to
build more livable communities.

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Speaker, I
have no further requests for time, and
I yield back the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LAHOOD). The question is on the mo-
tion offered by the gentleman from
Alaska (Mr. YOUNG) that the House
suspend the rules and pass the bill,
H.R. 3694, as amended.

The question was taken.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. In the
opinion of the Chair, two-thirds of
those present have voted in the affirm-
ative.

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Speaker,
on that I demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX and the
Chair’s prior announcement, further
proceedings on this motion will be
postponed.

————

SOCIAL SECURITY BENEFIT EN-
HANCEMENTS FOR WOMEN ACT
OF 2002

Mr. SHAW. Mr. Speaker, I move to
suspend the rules and pass the bill
(H.R. 4069) to amend title II of the So-
cial Security Act provide for miscella-
neous enhancements in Social Security
benefits, and for other purposes, as
amended.

The Clerk read as follows:

H.R. 4069

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE AND TABLE OF CON-
TENTS.

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This Act may be cited as
the ‘‘Social Security Benefit Enhancements
for Women Act of 2002”°.

(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—The table of con-
tents is as follows:

Sec. 1. Short title and table of contents.

H2413

TITLE I—BENEFIT ENHANCEMENTS

Sec. 101. Repeal of 7-year restriction on eli-
gibility for widow’s and wid-
ower’s insurance benefits based
on disability.

Sec. 102. Exemption from two-year waiting
period for divorced spouse’s
benefits upon other spouse’s re-
marriage.

Sec. 103. Months ending after deceased indi-
vidual’s death disregarded in
applying early retirement rules
with respect to deceased indi-
vidual for purposes of limita-
tion on widow’s and widower’s
benefits.

TITLE II—AMENDMENTS TO THE
INTERNAL REVENUE CODE OF 1986
Sec. 201. Exclusion from gross income for in-
terest on overpayments of in-

come tax by individuals.

Sec. 202. Deposits made to suspend running
of interest on potential under-
payments.

Sec. 203. Partial payment of tax liability in
installment agreements.

TITLE I—BENEFIT ENHANCEMENTS

SEC. 101. REPEAL OF 7-YEAR RESTRICTION ON

ELIGIBILITY FOR WIDOW’S AND WID-
OWER’S INSURANCE BENEFITS
BASED ON DISABILITY.

(a) WIDOW’S INSURANCE BENEFITS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 202(e) of the So-
cial Security Act (42 U.S.C. 402(e)) is amend-
ed—

(A) in paragraph (1)(B)(ii), by striking
“which began before the end of the period
specified in paragraph (4)’;

(B) in paragraph (1)(F)(ii), by striking ‘“(I)
in the period specified in paragraph (4) and
In;

(C) by striking paragraph (4) and by redes-
ignating paragraphs (5) through (9) as para-
graphs (4) through (8), respectively; and

(D) in paragraph (4)(A)(i) (as redesig-
nated), by striking ‘‘whichever’ and all that
follows through ‘‘begins’ and inserting ‘‘the
first day of the seventeenth month before
the month in which her application is filed”’.

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—

(A) Section 202(e)(1)(F)(i) of such Act (42
U.S.C. 402(e)(1)(F)(i)) is amended by striking
“paragraph (5)’ and inserting ‘‘paragraph
4)”.

(B) Section 202(e)(1)(C)(Ai)(III) of such Act
(42 U.S.C. 402(e)(2)(C)(ii)(III)) is amended by
striking ‘‘paragraph (8)" and inserting
“‘paragraph (7).

(C) Section 202(e)(2)(A) of such Act (42
U.S.C. 402(e)(2)(A)) is amended by striking
“paragraph (7)” and inserting ‘‘paragraph
(6)”.

(D) Section 226(e)(1)(A)(1) of such Act (42
U.S.C. 426(e)(1)(A)(i)) is amended by striking
©202(e)(d),”.

(b) WIDOWER’S INSURANCE BENEFITS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 202(f) of such Act
(42 U.S.C. 402(f)) is amended—

(A) in paragraph (1)(B)(ii), by striking
“which began before the end of the period
specified in paragraph (5)’;

(B) in paragraph (1)(F)(ii), by striking ‘“(I)
in the period specified in paragraph (5) and
an;

(C) by striking paragraph (5) and by redes-
ignating paragraphs (6) through (9) as para-
graphs (5) through (8), respectively; and

(D) in paragraph (5)(A)({i) (as redesig-
nated), by striking ‘‘whichever’ and all that
follows through ‘‘begins’’ and inserting ‘‘the
first day of the seventeenth month before
the month in which his application is filed”’.

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—

(A) Section 202(f)(1)(F)(i) of such Act (42
U.S.C. 402(H))(1)(F)(1)) is amended by striking
“paragraph (6)” and inserting ‘‘paragraph
4.
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(B) Section 202(f)(1)(C)(ii)(III) of such Act
(42 U.S.C. 402(f)(2)(C)(ii)(IIT)) is amended by
striking ‘‘paragraph (8) and inserting
“‘paragraph (7).

(C) Section 226(e)(1)(A)(i) of such Act (as
amended by subsection (a)(2)) is further
amended by striking ¢202(f)(1)(B)(ii), and
202(£)(5)”’ and inserting ‘“‘and 202(f)(1)(B)({i)”.

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall apply with respect
to benefits for months after November 2002.
SEC. 102. EXEMPTION FROM TWO-YEAR WAITING

PERIOD FOR DIVORCED SPOUSE’S
BENEFITS UPON OTHER SPOUSE’S
REMARRIAGE.

(a) WIFE’S INSURANCE BENEFITS.—Section
202(b)(5)(A) of the Social Security Act (42
U.S.C. 402(b)(5)(A)) is amended by adding at
the end the following new sentence: ‘‘The
criterion for entitlement under clause (ii)
shall be deemed met upon the remarriage of
the insured individual to someone other than
the applicant during the 2-year period re-
ferred to in such clause.”.

(b) HUSBAND’S INSURANCE BENEFITS.—Sec-
tion 202(c)(5)(A) of such Act (42 U.S.C.
402(c)(5)(A)) is amended by adding at the end
the following new sentence: ‘‘The criterion
for entitlement under clause (ii) shall be
deemed met upon the remarriage of the in-
sured individual to someone other than the
applicant during the 2-year period referred to
in such clause.”.

(c) CONFORMING AMENDMENT TO EXEMPTION
OF INSURED INDIVIDUAL’S DIVORCED SPOUSE
FROM EARNINGS TEST AS APPLIED TO THE IN-
SURED INDIVIDUAL.—Section 203(b)(2)(B) of
such Act (42 U.S.C. 403(b)(2)(B)) is amended
by adding at the end the following new sen-
tence: ‘‘The requirement under such clause
(ii) shall be deemed met upon the remarriage
of the individual referred to in paragraph (1)
to someone other than the divorced spouse
referred to in such clause during the 2-year
period referred to in such clause.”.

(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall apply with respect
to benefits for months after November 2002.
SEC. 103. MONTHS ENDING AFTER DECEASED IN-

DIVIDUAL’S DEATH DISREGARDED
IN APPLYING EARLY RETIREMENT
RULES WITH RESPECT TO DE-
CEASED INDIVIDUAL FOR PURPOSES
OF LIMITATION ON WIDOWS AND
WIDOWER’S BENEFITS.

(a) WIDOW’S INSURANCE BENEFITS.—Section
202(e)(2)(D)(1) of the Social Security Act (42
U.S.C. 402(e)(2)(D)(1)) is amended by inserting
after ‘‘applicable,” the following: ‘‘except
that, in applying paragraph (7) of subsection
(q) for purposes of this clause, any month
ending with or after the date of the death of
such deceased individual shall be deemed to
be excluded under such paragraph (in addi-
tion to months otherwise excluded under
such paragraph),”.

(b) WIDOWER’S INSURANCE BENEFITS.—Sec-
tion 202(f)(3)(D)(1) of such Act (42 U.S.C.
402(£)(3)(D)(i)) is amended by inserting after
‘“‘applicable,” the following: ‘‘except that, in
applying paragraph (7) of subsection (q) for
purposes of this clause, any month ending
with or after the date of the death of such
deceased individual shall be deemed to be ex-
cluded under such paragraph (in addition to
months otherwise excluded under such para-
graph),”’.

(¢) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall apply with respect
to benefits for months after November 2002.

TITLE II—AMENDMENTS TO THE
INTERNAL REVENUE CODE OF 1986
SEC. 201. EXCLUSION FROM GROSS INCOME FOR

INTEREST ON OVERPAYMENTS OF
INCOME TAX BY INDIVIDUALS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Part III of subchapter B
of chapter 1 of the Internal Revenue Code of
1986 (relating to items specifically excluded
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from gross income) is amended by inserting

after section 139 the following new section:

“SEC. 139A. EXCLUSION FROM GROSS INCOME
FOR INTEREST ON OVERPAYMENTS
OF INCOME TAX BY INDIVIDUALS.

‘“(a) IN GENERAL.—In the case of an indi-
vidual, gross income shall not include inter-
est paid under section 6611 on any overpay-
ment of tax imposed by this subtitle.

“(b) EXCEPTION.—Subsection (a) shall not
apply in the case of a failure to claim items
resulting in the overpayment on the original
return if the Secretary determines that the
principal purpose of such failure is to take
advantage of subsection (a).

““(c) SPECIAL RULE FOR DETERMINING MODI-
FIED ADJUSTED GROSS INCOME.—For purposes
of this title, interest not included in gross
income under subsection (a) shall not be
treated as interest which is exempt from tax
for purposes of sections 32(i)(2)(B) and 6012(d)
or any computation in which interest ex-
empt from tax under this title is added to ad-
justed gross income.”’.

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of
sections for part III of subchapter B of chap-
ter 1 of such Code is amended by inserting
after the item relating to section 139 the fol-
lowing new item:

‘‘Sec. 139A. Exclusion from gross income for
interest on overpayments of in-
come tax by individuals.”.

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall apply to interest
received after December 31, 2006.

SEC. 202. DEPOSITS MADE TO SUSPEND RUNNING
OF INTEREST ON POTENTIAL UN-
DERPAYMENTS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subchapter A of chapter
67 of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 (re-
lating to interest on underpayments) is
amended by adding at the end the following
new section:

“SEC. 6603. DEPOSITS MADE TO SUSPEND RUN-
NING OF INTEREST ON POTENTIAL
UNDERPAYMENTS, ETC.

“(a) AUTHORITY TO MAKE DEPOSITS OTHER
THAN AS PAYMENT OF TAX.—A taxpayer may
make a cash deposit with the Secretary
which may be used by the Secretary to pay
any tax imposed under subtitle A or B or
chapter 41, 42, 43, or 44 which has not been
assessed at the time of the deposit. Such a
deposit shall be made in such manner as the
Secretary shall prescribe.

“(b) No INTEREST IMPOSED.—To the extent
that such deposit is used by the Secretary to
pay tax, for purposes of section 6601 (relating
to interest on underpayments), the tax shall
be treated as paid when the deposit is made.

‘“(c) RETURN OF DEPOSIT.—Except in a case
where the Secretary determines that collec-
tion of tax is in jeopardy, the Secretary shall
return to the taxpayer any amount of the de-
posit (to the extent not used for a payment
of tax) which the taxpayer requests in writ-
ing.

¢(d) PAYMENT OF INTEREST.—

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—For purposes of section
6611 (relating to interest on overpayments), a
deposit which is returned to a taxpayer shall
be treated as a payment of tax for any period
to the extent (and only to the extent) attrib-
utable to a disputable tax for such period.
Under regulations prescribed by the Sec-
retary, rules similar to the rules of section
6611(b)(2) shall apply.

‘“(2) DISPUTABLE TAX.—

‘“(A) IN GENERAL.—For purposes of this sec-
tion, the term ‘disputable tax’ means the
amount of tax specified at the time of the de-
posit as the taxpayer’s reasonable estimate
of the maximum amount of any tax attrib-
utable to disputable items.

‘(B) SAFE HARBOR BASED ON 30-DAY LET-
TER.—In the case of a taxpayer who has been
issued a 30-day letter, the maximum amount
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of tax under subparagraph (A) shall not be
less than the amount of the proposed defi-
ciency specified in such letter.

‘(3) OTHER DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of
paragraph (2)—

‘‘(A) DISPUTABLE ITEM.—The term ‘disput-
able item’ means any item of income, gain,
loss, deduction, or credit if the taxpayer—

‘(i) has a reasonable basis for its treat-
ment of such item, and

‘“(ii) reasonably believes that the Sec-
retary also has a reasonable basis for dis-
allowing the taxpayer’s treatment of such
item.

‘(B) 30-DAY LETTER.—The term ‘30-day let-
ter’ means the first letter of proposed defi-
ciency which allows the taxpayer an oppor-
tunity for administrative review in the In-
ternal Revenue Service Office of Appeals.

‘“(4) RATE OF INTEREST.—The rate of inter-
est allowable under this subsection shall be
the Federal short-term rate determined
under section 6621(b), compounded daily.

‘‘(e) USE OF DEPOSITS.—

‘(1) PAYMENT OF TAX.—Except as otherwise
provided by the taxpayer, deposits shall be
treated as used for the payment of tax in the
order deposited.

‘(2) RETURNS OF DEPOSITS.—Deposits shall
be treated as returned to the taxpayer on a
last-in, first-out basis.”.

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of
sections for subchapter A of chapter 67 of
such Code is amended by adding at the end
the following new item:

““Sec. 6603. Deposits made to suspend running
of interest on potential under-
payments, etc.”.

(¢) EFFECTIVE DATE.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The amendments made by
this section shall apply to deposits made
after the date of the enactment of this Act.

(2) COORDINATION WITH DEPOSITS MADE
UNDER REVENUE PROCEDURE 84-58.—In the case
of an amount held by the Secretary of the
Treasury or his delegate on the date of the
enactment of this Act as a deposit in the na-
ture of a cash bond deposit pursuant to Rev-
enue Procedure 84-58, the date that the tax-
payer identifies such amount as a deposit
made pursuant to section 6603 of the Internal
Revenue Code (as added by this Act) shall be
treated as the date such amount is deposited
for purposes of such section 6603.

SEC. 203. PARTIAL PAYMENT OF TAX LIABILITY
IN INSTALLMENT AGREEMENTS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—

(1) Section 6159(a) of the Internal Revenue
Code of 1986 (relating to authorization of
agreements) is amended—

(A) by striking ‘‘satisfy liability for pay-
ment of”’ and inserting ‘‘make payment on”’,
and

(B) by inserting ‘‘full or partial’’ after ‘‘fa-
cilitate”.

(2) Section 6159(c) of such Code (relating to
Secretary required to enter into installment
agreements in certain cases) is amended in
the matter preceding paragraph (1) by insert-
ing ‘‘full” before ‘‘payment’’.

(b) REQUIREMENT TO REVIEW PARTIAL PAY-
MENT AGREEMENTS EVERY TWO YEARS.—Sec-
tion 6159 of such Code is amended by redesig-
nating subsections (d) and (e) as subsections
(e) and (f), respectively, and inserting after
subsection (c¢) the following new subsection:

‘(d) SECRETARY REQUIRED TO REVIEW IN-
STALLMENT AGREEMENTS FOR PARTIAL COL-
LECTION EVERY TwWO YEARS.—In the case of
an agreement entered into by the Secretary
under subsection (a) for partial collection of
a tax liability, the Secretary shall review
the agreement at least once every 2 years.”.

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall apply to agree-
ments entered into on or after the date of
the enactment of this Act.
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
Florida (Mr. SHAW) and the gentleman
from California (Mr. MATSUI) each will
control 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Florida (Mr. SHAW).

Mr. SHAW. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, on Mother’s Day the
Nation honored the love and daily sac-
rifices of our mothers in raising us and
unstintingly giving of themselves both
in the workforce and at home. Not just
our mothers, but all women play an es-
sential role in advancing our Nation’s
economic success and the American
spirit, which is why it is so important
to take the steps we can to enhance the
Social Security benefits that are so
crucial to women’s retirement income
security.

Many of the changes in the Social Se-
curity program over time were specifi-
cally designed to help women, such as
the addition of the wives’ and widows’
benefits in 1939, mothers’ benefits in
1950, divorced women'’s benefits in 1965,
and disabled widows’ benefits in 1967.
By providing spouse and survivor bene-
fits, lifetime inflation-adjusted bene-
fits, and a progressive benefit formula,
Social Security helps keep millions of
women out of poverty today.

Although we face significant choices
ahead in strengthening Social Secu-
rity’s financing for future generations,
both Republicans and Democrats agree
we must continue to enhance Social
Security for women. The Social Secu-
rity Benefit Enhancements for Women
Act is a critical first step both towards
increasing women’s retirement income
security and in forming the building
blocks of a bipartisan dialogue on how
best to strengthen Social Security for
all the American people.

H.R. 4069, as amended, takes a first
step towards updating benefits and
helping women meet their needs. This
legislation will not affect Social Secu-
rity’s long-term financial picture, but
it will make meaningful improvements
for over 12,000 women when it is imple-
mented.

The Social Security Benefit En-
hancements for Women Act increases
benefits for certain widows, it allows
more disabled widows to qualify for
disabled widow benefits, and enables
certain divorced spouses to avoid the
unnecessary 2-year waiting for the ben-
efits. These enhancements are particu-
larly necessary because elderly and dis-
abled widows and divorced spouses are
more likely to live in poverty.

The subcommittee worked with the
Social Security Administration to
identify these benefit enhancements,
and several women and senior organi-
zations agreed these changes are an im-
portant start in updating Social Secu-
rity to improve women’s retirement se-
curities. AARP said, ‘““The bill targets
improvements for widows and divorced
spouses, and it will help ensure that
Social Security continues to provide
valuable economic support for older
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women who rely on Social Security for
much of their retirement income.”
Moreover, these provisions have solid
bipartisan support.

Furthermore, this bill continues the
subcommittee’s traditional process of
making sure benefits are not increased
within the Social Security System at
the expense of other retirees or work-
ers. We insisted on that when we re-
pealed the earnings penalty and en-
acted the Ticket to Work legislation.
According to the Social Security actu-
aries, this bill succeeds in increasing
benefits without affecting the financial
picture for the program. That means
that mothers and grandmothers can
have better benefits but not at the ex-
pense of their daughters and their
granddaughters.

Some have proposed not meeting this
bipartisan tradition, proposing even
more expansive increases in women’s
benefits, but without addressing Social
Security’s financial challenges. To pay
for the benefits, the general income tax
receipts are transferred into Social Se-
curity in an amount that would be
available if we increase the top tax
rate. But we have not, and that means
some other family worker or business
would have to pay the bill sooner or
later.

There is more we need to do for
women, and we will. The President’s bi-
partisan commission proposed increas-
ing widows’ benefits and guarantees
that minimum-wage workers do not re-
tire into poverty. My legislation, the
Social Security Guarantee Plus Act,
saves Social Security for 75 years and
beyond; and it includes provisions to
increase widows’ benefits, reduces the
penalty women pay who temporarily
leave work to care for young children,
expands eligibility for young disabled
widows and divorced spouses, and re-
duces the government pension offset.
Other Members of Congress have also
introduced plans that directly enhance
women’s benefits.

Many of our Nation’s mothers and
seniors depend upon Social Security for
much or all of their retirement income.
One of the best ways to honor the
women of America is to continue our
long-standing tradition of enhancing
Social Security for women and other
vulnerable seniors and sow the seeds of
cooperation rather than harvest the
chaff of political acrimony. I ask that
we all vote in favor of H.R. 4069.

Lastly, Mr. Speaker, I insert for the
RECORD a statement that provides ad-
ditional information about these en-
hancements for women and how they
were developed, as well as letters of
support we received from AARP, Inde-
pendent Women’s Forum, National
Committee to Preserve Social Security
and Medicare, United Seniors Associa-
tion, Women Impacting Public Policy,
and Women’s Institute for a Secure Re-
tirement.

SOCIAL SECURITY BENEFIT ENHANCEMENTS FOR
WOMEN ACT OF 2002
PURPOSE AND SUMMARY

The Social Security Benefit Enhancements

for Women Act of 2002 improves fairness and
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updates benefit eligibility requirements, re-
sulting in higher benefits and expanded eligi-
bility for certain elderly and disabled widows
and divorced spouses, who are among the
most likely to live in poverty.

BACKGROUND AND NEED FOR LEGISLATION

Historically, women depend more on Social
Security than do men for their retirement
income. Women represent 58 percent of all
aged Social Security beneficiaries, and ap-
proximately 71 percent of beneficiaries age 85
and older. On average, Social Security pro-
vides about half of total income for unmar-
ried women (including widows) age 65 and
older, and it is the only source of retirement
income for 26 percent of unmarried elderly
women. Social Security provides a crucial
safety net for women’s income security—
without Social Security over half of elderly
women would live in poverty.

There are several aspects of Social Secu-
rity that are particularly important to
women. At birth, women are expected to live
almost 6 years longer than men. At age 65,
women are expected to live about 3 years
longer than men. Social Security protects
women by providing lifetime, inflation-ad-
justed benefits to workers and their sur-
vivors, which help protect them from falling
into poverty throughout their retirement as
assets are spent down, other sources of pen-
sion income fail to keep pace with inflation,
or after a spouse dies.

In addition to living longer, women tend to
earn less than men. In 2000, the median
weekly earnings for female full-time wage
and salary workers were $491, or 76% of the
$646 for their male counterparts. Social Se-
curity’s progressive benefit formula protects
women by replacing a higher percentage of
earnings for low-wage workers than for high-
wage workers.

Another reason women earn less than men
over their lifetimes is time spent outside the
workforce caring for children or other family
members. Of workers first receiving benefits
in 1999, women worked a median of 32 years,
while men worked a median of 44 years. The
difference in time spent in the workforce is
projected to narrow in the future, but women
are still expected to work fewer years than
men on average because of family-care re-
sponsibilities. Social Security protects
women who have less labor force participa-
tion and lower wages than their spouse by
paying spousal benefits.

Although vital to women’s economic secu-
rity, some aspects of the Social Security pro-
gram have not kept pace with changes in
women’s participation in the workforce and
trends in marriage and child-care. For exam-
ple: two-earner couples receive lower bene-
fits than one-earner couples with the same
total earnings and age at retirement; parents
who take time out of the workforce to care
for a child receive no credit toward retire-
ment benefits for those years; and a person
must have been married 10 years to qualify
for benefits as a divorced spouse, even
though the median length of a marriage end-
ing in divorce is around 7 years. Numerous
proposals have been made to update and im-
prove Social Security benefits for women,
ranging from minor adjustments to spouse,
divorced spouse, and survivor benefits, to
credits for years spent caring for young chil-
dren.

While many proposals to strengthen Social
Security for women would reduce Social Se-
curity’s long-term ability to pay benefits
and are best considered as part of com-
prehensive legislation to strengthen Social
Security, there are a number of ways to rem-
edy current inequities in benefits and eligi-
bility criteria with only a negligible effect
on Social Security’s finances. Once imple-
mented, H.R. 4069 would improve benefits for
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over 120,000 Americans according to esti-
mates by the Congressional Budget Office, by
improving benefits for divorced spouses and
certain elderly and disabled widows.

SUBCOMMITTEE ACTION

The Ways and Means Subcommittee on So-
cial Security held hearings on February 3,
1999, February 28, 2002, and March 6, 2002 de-
voted to the topic of the need to enhance So-
cial Security benefits for women. In the
course of these hearings 31 witnesses pro-
vided testimony regarding the importance of
maintaining and improving Social Security
benefits for women. These hearings included
testimony from the Commissioner of Social
Security, the General Accounting Office,
Members of Congress, and experts on wom-
en’s issues. In addition, witnesses at hear-
ings on Social Security’s long-term financ-
ing challenges and options to address those
challenges have discussed the unique needs
of women and the particular importance of
spouse’s and survivors benefits, the progres-
sive benefit formula, and lifetime inflation-
adjusted benefits.

The Committee on Ways and Means, Sub-
committee on Social Security worked with
the Social Security Administration to iden-
tify provisions that would help improve ben-
efits for women without negatively affecting
the Social Security Trust Funds. The provi-
sions included in this bill generated strong
bipartisan support. On March 20, 2002 Mr.
Shaw, on behalf of himself and Mr. Matsui,
Mr. Becerra, Mr. Brady of Texas, Mr. Cardin,

Mr. Collins, Mr. Doggett, Ms. Dunn, Mr.
Foley, Mr. Hayworth, Mr. Houghton, Mr.
Lewis of Kentucky, Mr. McCrery, Mr.

NcNulty, Mr. Pomeroy, Mr. Portman, Mr.
Ramstad, and Mr. Rangel introduced H.R.
4069, the Social Security Benefit Enhance-
ments for Women Act of 2002.

These provisions serve both to enhance
women’s retirement income security and as
the first steps toward a bipartisan dialogue
on ways to strengthen Social Security for all
Americans, and are supported by women’s
advocacy and senior’s organizations, includ-
ing AARP, Independent Women’s Forum, Na-
tional Committee to Preserve Social Secu-
rity and Medicare, United Seniors, Women
Impacting Public Policy, and Women’s Insti-
tute for a Secure Retirement.

EXPLANATION OF PROVISIONS AND COMPARISON
WITH CURRENT LAW

SECTION 2. REPEAL OF 7-YEAR RESTRICTION ON
ELIGIBILITY FOR WIDOW’S AND WIDOWER’S IN-
SURANCE BENEFITS BASED ON DISABILITY

PRESENT LAW

A disabled surviving spouse (including a
disabled surviving divorced spouse in some
cases) of a deceased insured worker can be
paid monthly benefits if the surviving spouse
is age 50-59 and becomes disabled before the
latest of: Seven years after the month the
worker died; seven years after the last
month the surviving spouse was previously
entitled to benefits on the worker’s earnings
record as a surviving spouse with child in
care; or seven years after the month a pre-
vious entitlement to disabled widow(er)s
benefits ended because the disability of the
widow(er) ended.

EXPLANATION OF PROVISION

This provision would eliminate this time
requirement for entitlement as a disabled
surviving spouse or disabled surviving di-
vorced spouse.

REASON FOR CHANGE

The current law provision leaves gaps in
the protection of some disabled widow(er)s,
because the 7-year period may not afford all
of them adequate opportunity to qualify for
disability benefits based on their own work
history. Eliminating the 7-year deadline
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would improve the benefit protection for dis-
abled widow(er)s who currently fail to meet
criteria for the current 7-year deadline, re-
gardless of whether they qualify for dis-
ability benefits based on their own work his-
tory. For those widow(er)s who are able to
qualify for benefits based on their own work
history, it would improve protection by al-
lowing them to get potentially higher sur-
vivor benefits.
EFFECTIVE DATE

Effective for benefits for months beginning
after November 2002.

SECTION 3. EXEMPTION FROM 2-YEAR WAITING
PERIOD FOR DIVORCED SPOUSE’S BENEFITS
UPON OTHER SPOUSE’S REMARRIAGE

PRESENT LAW

If a worker has reached age 62 and is eligi-
ble to receive Social Security benefits (but
has not applied for them), his or her divorced
spouse can become entitled to divorced
spouse benefits based on the worker’s earn-
ings record if the divorced spouse meets all
the following conditions; The divorced
spouse is age 62 or older; the divorced spouse
is not married; the divorced spouse had been
married to the worker for at least 10 years
before the date the divorce became final; the
divorced spouse has filed an application for
divorced spouse benefits; the divorced spouse
is not entitled to a retired or disabled work-
er benefit based on a primary insurance
amount that equals or exceeds one-half the
worker’s primary insurance amount; and the
divorced spouse has been divorced from the
worker for at least two years.

In addition, if the worker is subject to the
earnings test, divorced spouse benefits would
be commensurately reduced, unless the di-
vorced spouse meets the aforementioned con-
ditions.

EXPLANATION OF PROVISION

Under the provision, if the worker remar-
ries someone other than the divorced spouse,
then the duration of divorce condition is
deemed to be met as the date of the remar-
riage.

REASON FOR CHANGE

The 2-year waiting period was included as
part of a provision enacted in 1983 that al-
lows divorced spouses to collect benefits as
the former spouse of a worker who is eligible
for Social Security benefits, but who has not
applied for them or is having benefits with-
held because of the earnings test. In con-
trast, a married spouse cannot receive spous-
al benefits unless the worker is also receiv-
ing benefits, and may have spousal benefits
reduced if the worker is subject to the earn-
ings test. The 2-year waiting period was in-
cluded to discourage couples from divorcing
in order to circumvent restrictions on spous-
al benefits. However, the waiting period is
not appropriate in cases where the worker
remarries someone else.

EFFECTIVE DATE

Effective for benefits for months beginning
after November 2002.

SECTION 4. MONTHS ENDING AFTER DECEASED
INDIVIDUAL’S DEATH DISREGARDED IN APPLY-
ING EARLY RETIREMENT RULES WITH RESPECT
TO DECEASED INDIVIDUAL FOR PURPOSES OF
LIMITATION ON WIDOW’S AND WIDOWER’S BEN-
EFITS

PRESENT LAW

Under present law, the benefits of a widow
or widower are subject to a limitation if the
deceased spouse had become entitled to re-
tired worker benefits before attaining the
normal retirement age. This limitation, re-
ferred to as the widow(er)’s limit, restricts
the widow(er)’s benefit to the benefit amount
the deceased worker would have been receiv-
ing if still alive (but not less than 82.5 per-

May 14, 2002

cent of the primary insurance amount). The
intent of the widow(er)’s limit is to maintain
some degree of reduction in the benefits of
the surviving spouse as a result of the de-
ceased worker having become entitled to
benefits before attaining the normal retire-
ment age. If the deceased spouse’s death oc-
curs before the normal retirement age, no
adjustment to the number of reduction
months is made in computing the
widow(er)’s limit to account for months the
worker did not receive benefits due to the
worker’s death. (However, such an adjust-
ment is made to the widow(er)’s limit to ac-
count for months the worker did not receive
benefits due to earnings exceeding the ex-
empt amount under the retirement earnings
test.
EXPLANATION OF PROVISION

Under this provision, if the deceased
spouse’s death occurs after he or she be-
comes entitled to a retired worker benefit
and before he or she attains the normal re-
tirement age, the widow(er) limit would be
recomputed at the time the deceased spouse
would have reached the normal retirement
age. The recomputation of the widow(er)
limit would exclude the month of death and
all subsequent months in determining the
number of months of early retirement reduc-
tion applicable for the benefit the decreased
worker would be receiving if still alive. This
would give the widow(er) a potentially high-
er benefit based on the deceased worker’s
earnings history.

REASON FOR CHANGE

In general, widow(er)’s benefits are limited
to reflect the longer period of time the work-
er received benefits because he or she retired
before attaining the normal retirement age.
However, the widow(er)’s benefits are limited
for the rest of his or her life, even, if the de-
ceased spouse collected benefits only for a
few months before dying. This results in un-
equal treatment of widow(er)s whose spouses
received benefits for the same amount of
time before they attained the normal retire-
ment age, but who retired at different ages.
This provision would base the widow(er)
limit on the number of months the worker
actually received benefits between the age of
retirement and the normal retirement age,
rather than the number of months between
the age of retirement and the normal retire-
ment age, thus equalizing treatment of
widow(er)s of workers who collected benefits
for the same number of months before the
normal retirement age. (Also, this change is
congsistent with the way that the widow(er)’s
limit is now adjusted to exclude months be-
fore normal retirement age in which the
worker did not receive benefits due to earn-
ings exceeding the exempt amount under the
retirement earnings test.)

EFFECTIVE DATE

Effective for benefits for months beginning

after November 2002.
AARP,
Washington, DC, April 18, 2002.
Hon. E. CLAY SHAW, Jr.,
Chairman, House Subcommittee on Social Secu-
rity, Washington, DC.

DEAR CHAIRMAN SHAW: AARP supports H.R.
4069, the Social Security Benefit Enhance-
ments Act of 2002. The bill’s targeted im-
provements for widows and divorced spouses
will help ensure that Social Security con-
tinues to provide valuable economic support
to older women who rely on Social Security
for much of their retirement income.

The Association has long championed im-
proved benefits for older women that are
consistent with the program’s long-term sol-
vency needs. Over a decade ago, in hearings
before this subcommittee regarding older
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women and Social Security, we testified in
favor of eliminating the requirement that
widow/ers become disabled within seven
yvears after their spouse died to qualify for
disabled widows benefits. We are pleased
that the change has been included in H.R.
4069. The proposed readjustment in the bene-
fits of widows whose spouse retires and dies
before reaching the age for collecting full
benefits and the provision waiving the two-
year waiting period for benefits for a di-
vorced spouse whose former mate continues
working but remarries are also long overdue.

The Social Security Benefits Enhancement
Act will help Social Security continue as the
guaranteed floor of income protection for
workers and their families. The bill has
broad, bipartisan support, and we urge
prompt House action.

AARP will urge the Senate to adopt simi-
lar legislation to improve women’s benefits
under the current system. Enactment of this
legislation would send a strong message to
the American people that Congress can act
in a bipartisan fashion to improve the Social
Security system.

Sincerely,
WILLIAM D. NOVELLI.
UNITED SENIORS ASSOCIATION—NEW SOCIAL
SECURITY LEGISLATION A ‘“REAL WINNER
FOR WOMEN"’

WASHINGTON, DC.—United Seniors Associa-
tion Chairman and Chief Executive Charles
W. Jarvis wholeheartedly endorsed the So-
cial Security Benefit Enhancements for
Women Act, H.R. 4069, recently introduced
by Congressman Clay Shaw, the chairman of
the House Ways & Means Social Security
Subcommittee.

“This bill is a real winner for Senior
women. It shows Chairman Clay Shaw’s dy-
namic leadership in the House on Senior
issues,”” said Mr. Jarvis. ‘It will 1ift unneces-
sary burdens that women suffer under during
their retirement years. It will also help
women nationwide without negatively af-
fecting the Social Security Trust Fund and
the future financial stability of the Social
Security system.”

United Seniors Association member Anna
Janis of Colorado testified February 28th be-
fore Chairman Shaw’s Subcommittee hear-
ing on “Women and Social Security’’. Chair-
man Shaw’s legislation is the direct result of
those successful hearings. H.R. 4069 improves
fairness and eligibility requirements for
women by: Increasing the unfair benefit
limit on widows whose spouses both retire
and die before the full retirement age; updat-
ing the eligibility requirements for disabled
widows to ensure consistency with earnings
requirements in current law; eliminating a
needless two-year wait for some divorced
spouses to receive benefits.

“We’re pleased that United Seniors Asso-
ciation and our Grassroots Leader, Anna
Janis, could help in the development of these
improvements to Social Security,” contin-
ued Mr. Jarvis. ‘“‘Chairman Shaw has dem-
onstrated his dedication to getting practical
help for seniors in his District and around
the Nation. H.R. 4069 is clearly a real winner
for many senior women who struggle every
day now just to make ends meet.”

NATIONAL COMMITTEE TO PRESERVE

SOCIAL SECURITY AND MEDICARE,
Washington, DC, May 6, 2002.

Hon. CLAY SHAW,

Chairman, Subcommittee on Social Security,
Committee on Ways and Means, House of
Representatives, Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: On behalf of the mil-
lions of members and supporters of the Na-
tional Committee to Preserve Social Secu-
rity and Medicare, I wish to express our sup-
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port for the three provisions contained in
your legislation, H.R. 4069 the Social Secu-
rity Benefit Enhancements of Women’s Act.

We understand that H.R. 4069 would im-
prove benefits for widows of early retirees
who die before reaching the Normal Retire-
ment Age by repealing the current provision
that subjects the widow’s benefit to the
early retirement penalty.

Your bill would also repeal the 7-year pe-
riod of eligibility for disabled widows who
are at least 50 but not yet 60. Under a cur-
rent law a widow must be at least 60 years
old to collect widows benefits. However if she
is at least 50 she can collect benefits as a dis-
abled widow provided that she became dis-
abled within 7 years of her spouse’s death.

Finally H.R. 4069 would eliminate the re-
quirement that a divorce must have been in
place for two years for the divorced spouse
who is at least 62 to collect full spousal bene-
fits, whether or not the working spouse is
collecting benefits or is affected by the earn-
ings limit.

Over 100,000 women will benefit from these
three important improvements. We sincerely
hope these are the beginning steps in efforts
to rectify benefit inequities affecting all
women. For those it does help the improve-
ments are most welcome.

We appreciate your leadership on this
issue. We urge all members to vote in sup-
port of H.R. 4069.

Cordially,
BARBARA KENNELLY,
President and CEO.

WOMEN’S INSTITUTE FOR A
SECURE RETIREMENT,
Washington, DC, April 4, 2002.

Hon. E. CLAY SHAW, Chair,

Hon. ROBERT T. MATSUI, Rnk. Mem.,

House of Representatives, Subcommittee on So-
cial Security, Committee on Ways and
Means, Rayburn House Office Building,
Washington, DC.

DEAR REPRESENTATIVES SHAW AND MATSUI:
The Women’s Institute for a Secure Retire-
ment (WISER) is a non-profit organization
that seeks to ensure that poverty among
older women will be reduced by improving
the opportunities for women to secure retire-
ment benefits. WISER works with commu-
nity based organizations, advocates and pol-
icymakers to provide a key link between fed-
eral policy and individual women.

We are gratified that you are introducing
the Social Security Benefit Enhancements
for Women Act of 2002 during this session to
improve benefits for elderly women. While
the provisions of H.R. 4069 are modest, the
120,000 older women who will become eligible
for benefits or receive higher benefits are the
women who are the most likely to live in
poverty—widows, disabled widows and di-
vorced women.

Poverty among the elderly has greatly de-
clined over the last two decades, but older
women living alone are particularly at risk.
Today, nearly 60 percent of older women in
America are single: 45.3 percent are widowed
and 7 percent are divorced. In contrast, only
26 percent of elderly men are unmarried.

We are heartened that the introduction of
H.R. 4069 may be the first step toward en-
hancing Social Security benefits to ensure
the long-term economic security of Amer-
ican women. We urge your colleagues to sup-
port this bill to improve Social Security ben-
efits for older widows, disabled widows and
divorced spouses.

Sincerely,
CINDY HOUNSELL,
Executive Director.
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WOMEN IMPACTING PUBLIC POLICY,
Oklahoma City, OK, April 19, 2002.

Hon. E. CLAY SHAW, Jr.,

House of Representatives, Chairman, Sub-
committee on Social Security, Rayburn
House Office Building, Washington, DC.

DEAR CHAIRMAN SHAW: We are writing to
inform you that the more than 250,000 mem-
bers of Women Impacting Public Policy
(WIPP) support H.R. 4069, The Social Secu-
rity Benefit Enhancements for Women Act of
2002.

H.R. 4069 addresses several key issues that
have long been of major concern to WIPP
members: Increasing the unfair benefit lim-
its on widows whose spouses both retire and
die before the full retirement age; updates
eligibility requirements for disabled widows
to ensure consistency with earnings require-
ments in current law and; eliminates a need-
less two-year wait for some divorced spouses
to receive benefits.

WIPP member Niesha Wolfe, a CPA based
in Clarkesville, Tennessee, provided compel-
ling testimony before your committee in
February on these issues and others related
to the unfair Social Security benefits women
have been subject to for years.

WIPP, a national bi-partisan public policy
organization, appreciates your efforts and
fully supports H.R. 4069.

Regards,
TERRY NEESE,
President.
BARBARA KASOFF,
Vice President.
INDEPENDENT WOMEN’S FORUM,
Arlington, VA, May 6, 2002.

Hon. E. CLAY SHAW,

Chairman, House Ways and Means Committee,
Subcommittee on Social Security, Rayburn
House Office Building, House of Represent-
atives, Washington, DC.

DEAR CONGRESSMAN SHAW: The Inde-
pendent Women’s Forum strongly believes in
comprehensive reform to strengthen our So-
cial Security system and to make safe the
retirement of America’s working women and
men.

In February, I had the opportunity to ap-
pear before you and the House Subcommittee
on Social Security to affirm the need for
overall reform and to discuss some current
inequities in the system. I specifically point-
ed out that women are financially disadvan-
taged under the current Social Security sys-
tem. Women who interrupt their careers for
family obligations, women who earn more
than their husbands, and widows of wage
earners fall into these disadvantaged cat-
egories.

You are attempting to correct inequities
toward women through the introduction of
H.R. 4069, the Social Security Benefit En-
hancements for Women Act of 2002. We com-
mend you, Mr. Chairman, for your recogni-
tion of these and other problems; and we
hope that your leadership will show the way
to a mnewly reformed and significantly
strengthened Social Security system.

Sincerely,
NANCY MITCHELL PFOTENHAUER,
President.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. MATSUI. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself 5 minutes.

First of all, I would like to congratu-
late the gentleman from the State of
Florida, the chairman of the Sub-
committee on Social Security of the
Committee on Ways and Means, for
bringing forth this bill; and I appre-
ciate the fact that he has taken the op-
portunity to do so. I think it is a step
in the right direction.
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Obviously, the bill before us today is
a good piece of legislation. It will, in
fact, increase benefits for 120,000 addi-
tional widows, basically widows in
which the other spouse, the spouse that
passed away, took early retirement. It
deals with widows who have become
disabled. It obviously deals with wid-
ows that were divorced in terms of
shortening the time in which they may
be able to collect benefits. So this is a
good piece of legislation.

Obviously, we can do more; and I in-
troduced a bill 2 weeks ago that would
actually provide greater benefits. In-
stead of 120,000 widows, our bill would
in fact cover and increase benefits for
4.7 million additional widows by guar-
anteeing these widows a 75 percent ben-
efit of what they previously had when
both spouses were alive.

Right now, under the Social Security
Act, widows receive only about 50 to 65
percent of what they received when the
other spouse was still alive. We all
know from studies that when one
spouse dies, even though the income
goes down, the day-to-day fixed costs,
like rent, like house payments, like
food, remain very high. In fact, we esti-
mate that the average cost is about 80
percent of what they expended prior,
when they were both living.

So when one spouse dies, it does not
drop to 50 percent, it only drops down
by 20 percent. So 80 percent of the ex-
penditures still exist. Our bill would
basically give every widow in America
at least 75 percent of what both spouses
had before one of the spouses passed
away. So this is a guaranteed benefit.

This bill that we would like to offer
today as an amendment, as I said,
would take care of 4.7 million widows
instead of 120,000. Unfortunately, be-
cause of the way the situation has been
set up, this being a suspension cal-
endar, we cannot offer that amend-
ment.
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Mr. Speaker, I did offer it in sub-
committee. It failed on a partisan vote.
Five Democrats voted for it; seven Re-
publicans voted against it. It was never
taken to the full committee, so we
could not bring it there for a vote; and
now we are left without an opportunity
to bring it again for a vote. It is unfor-
tunate.

The bill of the gentleman from Flor-
ida (Mr. SHAW) does move us in the
right direction. It picks up 120,000 wid-
ows and increases their benefits, so we
are all going to support it. But by the
same token, I wish we would have had
an opportunity to vote on the bill that
I had introduced.

The bill that I introduced is being
supported by the National Council of
Women’s Organization, an umbrella
group of 150 women’s organizations, the
AFL-CIO, the National Committee to
Preserve Social Security and Medicare,
and the National Women’s Legal Con-
sortium. All of these groups support
our legislation.

If I may just conclude, one of the
problems that I have, I might make
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this observation, the gentleman from
Florida (Mr. SHAW) raised his privatiza-
tion legislation. He says that he has
embodied the terms of his legislation
in that bill. I have to say that one of
the concerns that I have and the reason
we should pass the bill that takes care
of 4.7 million widows in America today
is once we move down the road to pri-
vatization after the November election,
we are going to be cutting benefits.
The gentleman’s bill will cost over the
next 20 years $8 trillion in general fund
monies going into the Social Security
system. We do not have that. We do not
have even a trillion dollars in general
fund money available. How are we
going to come up with $8 trillion in
general fund money? That being the
case, there is no question. We are going
to be cutting Social Security benefits
if we adopt a bill like the gentleman’s
or adopt one of the three President’s
bills that he came up with during the
commission discussion.

As a result of that, we need to take
care of these widows today. We will not
take care of them when we do Social
Security reform if in fact we move as
the President wants to move in the di-
rection of privatization of Social Secu-
rity. That will not take care of these
widows. As a matter of fact, it will re-
sult in significant massive benefit cuts.

Mr. Speaker, I include for the
RECORD letters in support of my legis-
lation.

NATIONAL COMMITTEE TO PRESERVE
SOCIAL SECURITY AND MEDICARE,
Washington, DC, May 6, 2002.

Hon. ROBERT MATSUI,

Ranking Member, Subcommittee on Social Secu-
rity, Committee on Ways and Means, House
of Representatives, Washington, DC.

DEAR REPRESENTATIVE MATSUIL: On behalf
of the millions of members and supporters of
the National Committee to Preserve Social
Security and Medicare, I wish to express our
support for the provisions contained in your
legislation, The Social Security Widow’s
Benefits Guarantee Act.

We are pleased that your legislation would
increase the current benefit for surviving
spouses to 75 percent of the combined benefit
received by two spouses when both were liv-
ing. Under current law, widows are effec-
tively limited to 50-67 percent of what the
couple had been receiving jointly. This
change would have a dramatic positive im-
pact on benefits for as many as 5 million
Americans who are overwhelmingly women.
As you know, four out of ten older women
rely on Social Security for over 90 percent of
their income.

Thank you for your leadership on this
issue. We look forward to working with you
to advance this legislation in the 107th Con-
gress.

Cordially,
BARBARA KENNELLY,
President and CEO.

NWLC URGES SUPPORT FOR INCREASES IN
WOMEN’S SOCIAL SECURITY BENEFITS

(WASHINGTON, D.C.) The National Women'’s
Law Center praised a bill introduced by Con-
gressman Robert T. Matsui today to improve
Social Security benefits for widows and wid-
owers. The proposal, which draws upon
NWLC recommendations to Congress, would
increase benefits for surviving spouses and
reduce poverty among widows, the largest
group of poor elderly women.
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““The bill introduced by Congressman Mat-
sui would strengthen and improve Social Se-
curity for women. These improvements could
be funded through savings that would result
from freezing just one of the future tax cuts
scheduled for the wealthiest Americans. The
issue is one of priorities: to help elderly wid-
Ows or give more tax breaks to millionaires.
As Mother’s Day approaches, we hope that
members of Congress will think about the
choices they are making,” said Joan
Entmacher, NWLC Vice President and Direc-
tor of Family Economic Security.

Matsui’s bill would increase Social Secu-
rity benefits for surviving spouses to 75 per-
cent of the couple’s prior combined benefit.
Currently, widows and widowers receive a
benefit equal to 100 percent of the late
spouse’s benefit (if that is higher than their
own benefit), which amounts to between 50
and 67 percent of the couple’s prior combined
benefit. The increase in survivor benefits
would be capped to target those most in
need, and is estimated to help about four to
five million widows and widowers. The bill
would finance the improvements with gen-
eral revenue transfers.

Savings from not implementing future cuts
in the top income tax rate would fully pay
for these improvements. The top rate affects
fewer than one percent of taxpayers, those
with average incomes of $1 million a year.
The median income of widows and other non-
married women 65 and older is about $12,000
per year.

In addition to the increase in survivor ben-
efits, the bill includes three much smaller
benefit improvements to help certain dis-
abled and elderly widows and divorced
spouses. These smaller reforms are also in-
cluded in a bill introduced in March by Con-
gressmen Clay Shaw and Robert Matsui with
bipartisan support.

“Poverty among the elderly is overwhelm-
ingly a women’s problem, and a majority of
poor elderly women are widows. Increasing
Social Security survivor benefits would sig-
nificantly help this large and economically
vulnerable group of women,”’ said
Entmacher.

ALLIANCE FOR
RETIRED AMERICANS,
Washington, DC, May 7, 2002.
Hon. ROBERT MATSUI,
House of Representatives,
Washington, DC.

DEAR REPRESENTATIVE MATSUI: The Alli-
ance for Retired Americans supports your
legislation, the Social Security Widow’s Ben-
efit Guarantee Act.

Your legislation will correct the inequities
that millions of Americans who have lost
their spouses now face under the Social Se-
curity system. Nearly 5 million American
widows and widowers currently live in pov-
erty. This is a national scandal that must be
corrected. By adjusting the Social Security
benefit rates that widows and widowers will
receive, your legislation will directly im-
prove the quality of life for millions of older
Americans.

The Alliance for Retired Americans stands
ready to work with you so that this legisla-
tion can become law as quickly as possible.

Sincerely yours,
EDWARD F. COYLE,
Executive Director.
LEADING WOMEN’S GROUPS SUPPORT THE

“WIDOW’S SOCIAL SECURITY BENEFIT GUAR-

ANTEE ACT OF 2002’

[WASHINGTON, DC, May 7, 2001].—The Na-
tional Council of Women’s Organizations
(NCWO), the oldest and largest umbrella coa-
lition of the nation’s 150 major women’s
groups, announces its support for legislation
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to strengthen Social Security for widows.
The important bill is being introduced today
by Congressman Robert T. Matsui (D-CA),
Ranking Member of the House Ways and
Means Social Security Subcommittee. The
Matsui bill will improve survivor’s benefits
(most often for widows who outlive their
husbands) by increasing benefits to 75 per-
cent of what the couple had been receiving
prior to the spouse’s death. Raising this
limit from the current 50-67 percent will aid
an estimated five million elderly survivors.

“Without Social Security, over half of el-
derly women would be poor’”’ said Heidi Hart-
mann, Ph.D., Chair of NCWO’s Social Secu-
rity Task Force. “NCWO has long supported
Social Security benefit improvements to en-
sure that our nation’s most vulnerable indi-
viduals are secure in their senior years. The
Matsui bill is an important first step.”

In addition, the bill includes provisions
that eliminate the 7-year deadline for a sur-
viving spouse or surviving divorced spouse to
qualify for benefits on the basis of disability.
It also treats the months the retired worker
was deceased prior to the normal retirement
age the same as months benefits were with-
held or reduced because of the retirement
earnings test for purposes of adjusting the
limitation on widows and widowers benefits.
Finally, it waives the two-year duration of
divorce requirements if worker remarries
during that time. These provisions will help
120,000 people.

STATEMENT BY AFL-CIO PRESIDENT JOHN J.
SWEENEY IN SUPPORT OF THE SOCIAL SECU-
RITY WIDOW’S BENEFIT GUARANTEE ACT OF
2002, MAY 7, 2002

One out of every seven elderly widows in
this country lives in poverty, in spite of So-
cial Security. These are women who worked
their whole lives supporting their families in
paid and unpaid work, raising children and
grandchildren and caring for loved ones.
Shortchanging widows is not consistent with
the fundamental purposes of Social Security,
and it is high time we fix the problem.

We strongly support the Social Security
Widow’s Benefit Guarantee Act introduced
by Representative Matsui today. His bill
would address the critical needs of these
women. Most importantly, it increases the
widow benefits under Social Security to 75
percent of what a couple’s total benefit is be-
fore a husband dies, up to $1,000 per month.
Under current law, some widows get as little
as half of the couple’s benefit and none get
more than two-thirds of the combined ben-
efit. Rep. Matsui’s bill addresses this short-
fall in Social Security by increasing benefits
for approximately 5 million elderly.

Congress could more than pay for these
new protections by capping future income
tax cuts for the highest income earners. For
example, freezing the top federal income tax
rate at 38.6 percent would be enough to pro-
vide increased benefits for widows. Under the
terms of last year’s tax cut legislation, the
top income tax rate was lowered from 39.6
percent and is scheduled to fall farther to 35
percent by 2006. This part of the Bush tax cut
benefits only the wealthiest individuals, af-
fecting just the top 0.6 percent of taxpayers.
They make, on average, more than $1 million
a year. That’s more than 133 times a poverty-
level income for an elderly widow.

With Representative Matsui’s bill, Con-
gress has a chance to get its values straight.
American voters don’t want more tax cuts
for millionaires—such as the Republican
leadership in the House pushed through last
month—and they don’t want politicians to
gamble with their retirement security—such
as the Administration would do by draining
trillions of dollars out of Social Security to
pay for privatization. Congress should do the
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right thing, and support the Social Security
Widow’s Benefit Guarantee Act.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. SHAW. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, the gentleman has a
copy of my bill. The gentleman has
critiqued my bill. The gentleman has
been asked to give constructive com-
ment to my bill. Now what we are talk-
ing about is not the bill before this
committee, but when we start hearing
the word privatization, the gentleman
knows full well there are those in this
House that will abuse the word privat-
ization. Privatization is simply defined
as taking something run by the govern-
ment and turn it over to the private
sector.

The gentleman from  California
knows full well that my Social Secu-
rity reform bill leaves the Social Secu-
rity system totally intact. We take not
one dime out of the Social Security
trust fund or the payroll taxes.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to say, so
there is no misconception here, that
the Social Security Administration
under two Presidents, a Democrat and
a Republican, estimate that by doing
nothing, the cost of doing nothing
which is the only bill that I have heard
coming from the other side to save So-
cial Security, is going to cost $27 tril-
lion over 75 years. Whereas the Social
Security Administration, assuming
that we borrow all of the money nec-
essary to make up the shortfall in So-
cial Security under my particular bill,
that it will all be paid back and over
that 75 years will create a $1 trillion
surplus. Which does the gentleman
want? It is time that we work together.

There are those in this body that ab-
solutely shamelessly use the word pri-
vatization when we are not going to
privatize Social Security. Mr. Speaker,
as long as I am chairman of the Sub-
committee on Social Security, it is not
going to be privatized; but we are des-
perately looking for some assistance
from other side of the aisle. We need
constructive engagement.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the

gentlewoman from Maryland (Mrs.
MORELLA).
Mrs. MORELLA. Mr. Speaker, I

thank the gentleman for yielding me
this time and thank him for his leader-
ship in bringing this bill to the floor
today. I also thank the ranking mem-
ber for supporting this bill. We recog-
nize this is a first step, and it is a good
first step.

I rise in support of H.R. 4069, the So-
cial Security Benefit Enhancements
for Women Act of 2002. This bill makes
commonsense corrections to Social Se-
curity law that will benefit widows,
disabled widows, and divorced spouses.
Social Security has been one of our Na-
tion’s greatest success stories, and par-
ticularly so for women. Women make
up roughly half of America’s popu-
lation, yet they account for more than
60 percent of the Social Security bene-
ficiaries. Three-quarters of the unmar-
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ried and widowed elderly women rely
on Social Security for more than half
of their income. This legislation will
help. The annual cost-of-living adjust-
ment often does not amount to a great
deal of money per recipient. However,
it is often a crucial sum for seniors try-
ing to keep up with escalating costs,
particularly medical ones.

Once implemented, this bill will help
over 120,000 women. This may not
sound like a large number, but the bill
is going to touch the lives of more than
275 people in each of our 435 congres-
sional districts. Even if it helps one,
that is great. This will help 120,000-
plus. Social Security must be strength-
ened for the future. It must be done in
a bipartisan fashion, and passage of
legislation of shared concern like this
bill is a very good place to start.

Mr. MATSUI. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself 1 minute.

Mr. Speaker, the bill the gentleman
has is a privatization bill. The gen-
tleman can call it anything he wishes,
but it is a privatization bill.

Dr. Peter Orszag, a professor at the
University of California Berkeley, cur-
rently at the Brookings Institute, has
studied the gentleman’s bill, the
DeMint-Armey bill and the three pro-
posals presented by the President
through his commission; he said all of
them are privatization bills.

What the bill of the gentleman from
Florida does, it deals with arbitrage.
Money is borrowed at 6 percent, and
then is lent out at 10 percent. We all
know arbitrage is a huge risk, and it
could blow up. Once Americans have
these privatization accounts, then
there is a claw back. When they are
ready to retire, they have to give 95
percent of the money that is accumu-
lated to put back into the Social Secu-
rity Administration. If in fact the arbi-
trage falls apart, the money will not be
there. It is jeopardizing the Social Se-
curity system. In addition, it is a pri-
vate account that is being set up that
affects the Social Security benefits. So
it is a privatization plan.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the
gentleman from California (Mr. BECER-
RA), a member of the Committee on
Ways and Means.

Mr. BECERRA. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
strong support of improving Social Se-
curity benefits for women, all women
in this country. That is one of the rea-
sons why I support the legislation
today of the gentleman from Florida
(Mr. SHAW). But we should be clear,
this modest improvement in Social Se-
curity benefits for women should be
considered nothing more than a down-
payment of what we must do to help
women who for years have worked very
hard in and out of the home, in and out
of the office, in and out of all of the
workplaces of America, the chance to
receive their fair share of retirement
security.

Mr. Speaker, four out of every 10
women who are retired today rely on
Social Security for 90 percent of all of
their income. And 75 percent of all
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women rely on Social Security for half
of all of their income. Clearly Social
Security is extremely important for
women, more so than it is for men.

While we have done a tremendous job
of decreasing poverty among our elder-
ly, over the last 30 years or so we have
seen a decrease of some 29 percent of
poverty within the senior ranks in our
country to something around 8.5 per-
cent today of our seniors in poverty.
When we look at widows, we find that
their poverty rates are twice as much
for the average senior in this country.
We must do more.

Mr. Speaker, that is why I stand
proudly to support the legislation of
the gentleman from California (Mr.
MaTsul), H.R. 4671, which would give
women, widows, widowers their fair
share within Social Security retire-
ment benefits. What the Matsui bill
does, which the Shaw bill does not do,
it covers in a meaningful way Ameri-
cans who deserve to have a meaningful
opportunity to retire in comfort and
security; 5 million people would be af-
fected by the Matsui bill. We have
about 120,000 women who would be
helped by the Shaw bill. We should do
it, but we have millions more who are
out there waiting to receive their due.
It is time for us to do this.

We cannot do retirement security on
the cheap. We cannot continue to say
that we will place Social Security first
among all our priorities and not do it
the right way. We cannot continue to
say that we believe men and women
should be able to retire in safety and
security without doing it the right
way. It is time for us to do this. We
should pass this legislation. It is not
enough. We should have had hearings
on the Matsui Ilegislation because,
quite honestly, the American people
deserve to know that we will protect
our men and women in their retire-
ment.

Mr. MATSUI. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentlewoman from
Florida (Mrs. THURMAN).

Mrs. THURMAN. Mr. Speaker, first
of all, let me say I do not know that
anybody is not going to support this
piece of legislation before us. What I do
want to point out is this is a huge issue
for a lot of people in and around this
country. So often I have women who
come to me because generally women
live longer, who come to me and say
my husband died, prescription drugs
are going up. Everything is happening
around me; and quite frankly, I cannot
live on my Social Security alone. And
I am not getting anything from my
husband’s Social Security.

The fact of the matter is, what con-
cerns me most about this legislation
today is there is going to be somebody
who writes the story, and somebody is
going to believe they are going to get
something new or better than what
they have gotten. The fact of the mat-
ter is, based on what I am seeing here,
these are some very technical changes,
changes that are not going to affect
the same people that I think the gen-
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tleman from California (Mr. MATSUI)
and others, including myself, have in
fact sponsored. We could actually be
helping about 5 million elderly widows
instead of a small portion.

I might just say it is my under-
standing that, and it is technical, it
would eliminate the 7-year deadline for
the onset of the disability in order to
be eligible for benefits as a disabled
widow or widower. The proposal would
allow divorced spouses benefits to be
paid before the 2-year period has
elapsed if the former spouse has remar-
ried, and the proposal would limit the
widow’s actual reduction to the num-
ber of months the worker usually re-
ceived in benefits.

That is not the 5 million elderly wid-
ows and widowers that need the help.
That is a very small amount of folks in
this country. I think that is the real
debate that we need to be having here
and hopefully will happen in this com-
mittee. We have two very reasonable
Members, but we have not had the op-
portunity to have the Matsui bill be
heard.

Mr. Speaker, we are seeing trends for
women. The last 7 years of life, we live
longer, we have personal health care
needs, we are hearing in the committee
about the overpricing of medicines, all
of those things that they no longer can
pay.
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There are also more women in nurs-
ing homes. Certainly this would help
defray some of their cost. I just think
that while we will support this today,
what I would encourage and hope is
that the committee, the Subcommittee
on Social Security, will not leave it
just at what I consider to be technical
changes but will look at the wide pic-
ture, the picture of widows and wid-
owers out there that really do need our
assistance. Quite frankly, these are the
folks that have been coming to us day
in and day out explaining the concerns
and needs that they have. I just do not
think this is going to do that.

I do want to say that I hope we, in
fact, will have an opportunity to dis-
cuss this, and certainly with the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. MATSUI)
and others, as to the importance of this
whole issue on disability and Social Se-
curity and widowers’ benefits.

Mr. MATSUI. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. SANDLIN).

Mr. SANDLIN. I thank my good
friend and colleague from California
for yielding me this time.

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in support
of H.R. 4069, the Social Security Ben-
efit Enhancements for Women Act.
This bill will help more than 120,000 So-
cial Security beneficiaries. We wish it
could be more, something like 4.7 mil-
lion beneficiaries. It will provide en-
hanced Social Security benefits to
women by increasing benefits for cer-
tain widows, by permitting more dis-
abled widows to qualify for disabled
widow benefits, and by allowing certain
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divorced spouses to receive their bene-
fits sooner.

As has been indicated by my good
friend from California, the Social Secu-
rity Benefit Enhancements for Women
Act addresses the challenges women,
and especially widows, face when it
comes to Social Security. Women on
average earn less than men throughout
their lives and therefore have less to
live on during their retirement years.
The vast majority of Social Security
beneficiaries are women. Women make
up some 60 percent of all Social Secu-
rity recipients over the age of 656 and
roughly 72 percent of all beneficiaries
over the age of 85. Additionally, women
lose an average of 14 years of Social Se-
curity earnings because of time out of
the workforce spent to raise children
or to care for an ailing parent or an ail-
ing spouse. Further, women generally
have a higher incidence of part-time
employment and therefore have less of
an opportunity to save for retirement.

Mr. Speaker, Social Security is the
cornerstone of our Nation’s retirement
system. This is especially true for
women. Without these benefits, nearly
three-fifths of women over the age of 75
in this country would live in poverty.
If we privatized Social Security, we
would undermine many of the benefits
that women receive through the cur-
rent system. A plan to privatize Social
Security is a plan that will jeopardize
women’s Social Security benefits and
will jeopardize the entire Social Secu-
rity system.

Women live on average 6 to 8 years
longer than men and therefore must
make retirement savings stretch over
longer periods of time. Women depend
considerably upon Social Security’s
progressive, lifelong, inflation-indexed
benefits. There is no plan to privatize
Social Security that will safeguard ac-
count balances from erosion due to in-
flation. Privatizing Social Security
would be a mistake for all Americans.

Mr. Speaker, the solvency of our So-
cial Security system is at risk. More
than 32 million Americans collect ben-
efits from Social Security today.

Mr. Speaker, May is Older Americans
Month. It is critically important for us
to honor our older Americans and
shore up Social Security.

Mr. MATSUI. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Again, Mr. Speaker, I support the
gentleman from Florida’s legislation. I
think it is a good piece of legislation.
It will take care of 120,000 additional
women and I think that is a step in the
right direction. I only wish we had an
opportunity to vote on my bill, as a
number of speakers on my side of the
aisle have indicated they would have
liked that opportunity, because we
think it is important to deal with this
issue today given the fact that there is
a lot of uncertainty out there of what
might happen in 2003 after the election.

The President’s people, Mr. Rove and
others, have said that they do not want
to bring this issue up this year, they
want to bring it up in 2003 after the
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election in terms of the whole issue of
privatization. The real danger I see
there is that once we embark upon that
direction we are not going to be able to
take care of these 4.7 million widows
that my bill would take care of because
we are going to be cutting benefits. I
do not think there is any question
about that.

The President’s bill, for example, has
three alternatives. One of the alter-
natives would require $6 trillion of gen-
eral fund moneys, which we do not
have at this time. In addition, it would
have 46 percent cuts in benefits over
the next number of years in terms of
recipients of Social Security. Each one
of his proposals either requires an infu-
sion of general fund moneys or cuts in
benefits. The gentleman from Florida’s
bill is a riverboat gamble essentially.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the
gentlewoman from California (Ms.
PELOSI), the Democratic whip.

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding me this
time and I thank him for his leadership
on this very important issue, for call-
ing to our attention the distinction be-
tween the bill before us today, which
we will all support, and what we could
really be doing for widows in our coun-
try who are on Social Security.

Social Security is one of America’s
proudest achievements in social policy.
No other program has brought so many
people out of poverty, enabling mil-
lions to live with dignity. For millions
of senior citizens, it is a lifeline. Unfor-
tunately, the lifeline is severed for
many when a spouse dies. H.R. 4069
takes a few small steps to improve ben-
efits for widows, but its remedies leave
millions of widows behind. The gen-
tleman from California (Mr. MATSUI)
has introduced legislation that com-
prehensively addresses this need. How-
ever, the Republican leadership did not
follow the regular committee process
and Democrats had no opportunity to
strengthen the provisions of this bill
on the floor today.

Given what the Republican budget
does to the Social Security surplus, the
small steps forward being proposed
today are even less adequate. Both par-
ties promised that protecting Social
Security would be the top priority. Yet
the Republicans’ budget breaks that
promise by spending $1 trillion of the
Social Security surplus over the next 5
years. The Republican plan to privatize
Social Security would cost another $1
trillion over the next decade.

Democrats have asked repeatedly for
the opportunity to debate the Repub-
lican privatization plan and last month
on this floor, it does not even seem like
it has been last month, it seems like
just a couple of weeks ago, every Dem-
ocrat voted for a motion to say that
the Republican proposal to make the
tax cuts permanent could not proceed
unless the Congressional Budget Office
said that those tax cuts would not raid
the Social Security Trust Fund. Every
Democrat voted for that. Every Repub-
lican voted against it. The looming re-
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tirement of the baby boom generation
means that we cannot irresponsibly
push this issue aside for another day.

This debate, like all debates on So-
cial Security, has a disproportionate
impact on women, who live 6 to 8 years
longer than men on average and con-
stitute 60 percent of Social Security re-
cipients. Women continue to earn less
on average than men and are less like-
ly to have an employer-sponsored pen-
sion plan. Thus, the benefit structure
of Social Security, which partially cor-
rects disparities in income, is particu-
larly important for women. Women are
also more likely to work part-time and
take time out of the workforce, 14
years on average, to raise their chil-
dren and to care for ailing parents or
spouses. As a result, they have less
time to save for retirement.

Social Security must be protected for
the elderly women who rely on it for
their financial survival, and the con-
cerns of women must be a priority in
the ongoing discussion about how to
preserve Social Security. That is why,
of course, I will vote for what is on the
floor today Dbecause approximately
120,000, 140,000 women will benefit, but
let us not leave the millions of other
widows behind whose needs would be
addressed by the Matsui legislation.

Mr. MATSUIL Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume. 1
will sum up by making one other obser-
vation. I see the gentleman from Flor-
ida has a pay-for in his legislation. His
bill will cost $4 billion over the next 10
years. The interesting thing about the
pay-for, however, is that it comes di-
rectly out of the Taxpayer Bill of
Rights legislation in which he used the
same pay-fors to pay for the revenue
offsets in the Taxpayer Bill of Rights
which passed in the sunset bill about
the middle of April.

In addition to that, I understand the
bill that is coming up tomorrow, the
welfare reform package, they are using
the same offsets to pay for that as well.
So it will be kind of interesting to see
how they really use their pay-fors in
order to actually make this bill fully
funded.

I might just finally point out that
our bill does not take any money out of
the Social Security Trust Fund. It
comes out of general revenues, the
same general revenues that my col-
leagues on the other side of the aisle
would have taken in October of last
year when they passed their first GOP
stimulus bill, in which 16 of the largest
low-taxed corporations in America
would have gotten an immediate tax
break of $7.4 billion basically that
would have been retroactive 16 years of
the alternative minimum tax. Alto-
gether it was $25 billion in tax reduc-
tion for major corporations in America
that really do not need it, including
$254 million to Enron and $1.4 billion to
IBM. All of these would have received
tax cuts without a pay-for. We would
take our pay-for out of the same source
that the gentleman would have given
major tax cuts to.
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I see he paid for his. On the other
hand, it is coming from the Taxpayers
Bill of Rights or tomorrow’s welfare re-
form package, so I find it somewhat in-
consistent in terms of where his pay-
for is actually going to come from. We
support this bill. We wish we could
have had a vote on our bill in the form
of an amendment.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance
of my time.

Mr. SHAW. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self the balance of my time.

I would like to just comment briefly
on the observation that the gentleman
just made. There is an old saying that
there are two things in life that are
certain, one is death and the other is
taxes. I think we can add to that the
provision that bills are going to lan-
guish in the Senate and will not be
taken up, so I would guess that these
pay-fors are going to be used over and
over again in this House until the Sen-
ate finally passes something, which the
American people really would like to
see them do and like to see us work to-
gether to do these things.

I would also like to say that this par-
ticular bill in the pay-for is a budget
function. It does not take any general
revenue and put it into the Social Se-
curity system as the gentleman from
California’s bill does.

Mr. Speaker, I would also like to at
this time correct a figure that I gave
the House earlier. I said that the cost
of doing nothing was $27 trillion. That
figure is actually $25 trillion over 75
years. When I look, and as I see and as
I have heard and read from the gen-
tleman from Missouri (Mr. GEPHARDT)
and from the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. MATSUI), they do not think
that we have to do anything. They do
not think we have to forward fund So-
cial Security. Let me just run a couple
of statistics by the House. I hate to
take this time on this particular bill
because it is peripheral to it, but in
that all of the benefits that the gen-
tleman from California keeps talking
about in his bill are in my Social Secu-
rity bill or my bill to save Social Secu-
rity, I think it does have some jus-
tification to be discussed and particu-
larly since my Social Security bill has
been discussed at length as a privatiza-
tion bill, which it is clearly not.

When Social Security first came on-
line many, many years ago, there were
40 some workers per retiree. Now we
are down to a little over three. Soon it
will be a little over two. A pay-as-you-
go system has served us well and as
long as we had a lot of workers at the
bottom and few retirees at the top, it
was fine. It worked great.
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But now we know and the actuaries
have told us, and now through the
Democrat administration and the Re-
publican administration they have ad-
vised us that there is a deficit pending
in the Social Security System over the
next 75 years of $25 trillion. Mr. Speak-
er, that is a lot of money. That is
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money that can bring down an entire
economy.

So I say to my friend from California
and other Members that think there is
no need to do something, we are going
to be faced with a dilemma and we had
better start facing it. Do we want to
cut benefits by one-third? I doubt it.
But that is what we will have to do if
we are going to keep the system going
as a pay-as-you-go system.

Do we want to increase payroll taxes
by 50 percent? I am sure we do not. But
that is what we are going to have to do
if you are going to maintain benefits
and keep it as a pay-as-you-go system.

Or do we want to rack up a deficit of
$25 trillion over the next 75 years? I am
not making these figures up. I do not
come to this floor unprepared with
these figures. It is a question of what
the administration has said through
the Social Security System, now
through a Democrat and a Republican
administration.

So I think it is time that we quit the
talk about privatization, quit the talk
about raiding the trust fund, all of
these sorts of things. It is pure non-
sense, because we do not raid the trust
fund, because there is no money in the
trust fund. There are only Treasury
Bills, and you cannot raid the Treasury
Bills.

I would also say that over the years
when the Democrats controlled this
House and the Senate and spending was
very much in the red, that the Demo-
crats did not raid the Social Security
trust fund, because the system just
does not work that way. But those are
great words to really worry our sen-
iors.

The seniors of this country have paid
into a Social Security system as they
know it today, and this Congress or no
Congress should touch it. We should
maintain the system and the integrity
of the system as exactly what they
have paid into.

However, it is time for us to begin to
think ahead. If we do not want to raise
payroll taxes, if we do not want to cut
benefits, then we had better start plan-
ning ahead for the next generation, in-
stead of just the next election. All we
have heard about from the other side is
the next election. Let us be responsible
legislators and get together and save
Social Security. Let us be concerned
about our grandkids and our kids.

This is tremendously important. I
think about every one of my 13
grandkids every time I think about
where are we going to leave this coun-
try and this great retirement system.
These little bitty kids are going to be
seniors some day; they are going to be
facing the possibility of poverty. They
are going to pay into a Social Security
system all of their working years.

They deserve better, Mr. Speaker.
They deserve a responsible Congress
that will go ahead and put all this
rhetoric aside and reform Social Secu-
rity. Unfortunately, I do not think we
are going to see that until after this
election, because there are some in this
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House that would rather have the issue
that might change the majority of this
House rather than saving Social Secu-
rity for their kids. That is a sad com-
mentary, Mr. Speaker.

With that, I would like to end on a
positive note and urge that all of the
Members of this body vote ‘‘yes” on
H.R. 4069 which is before this House.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance
of my time.

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LAHOOD). The Chair would remind all
Members that it is not in order to cast
reflections on the Senate.

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Speaker, | rise in sup-
port of this legislation, but it is with my ex-
treme disappointment.

Mr. Speaker, five million widows currently
experience a drastic reduction of benefits of
up to 50 percent after their spouse dies. The
poverty rate remains a staggering 15 percent
for widows. That is simply wrong. America’'s
seniors should not have to be confronted with
a dramatic reduction in their Social Security in-
come at the same time their beloved spouse
dies. It should not happen.

That is why we should be debating legisla-
tion today that would guarantee Social Secu-
rity benefits for elderly widows. But we are
not.

Instead, we are debating a totally inad-
equate Republican proposal that would cover
only 125,000 widows. The Republicans would
leave over four million widows—four out of ten
of whom depend on Social Security for 90 per-
cent of their income—uwith severely cut bene-
fits.

But it is a small step in the right direction.
Covering 125,000 widows is better than cov-
ering none, which is our only other alternative
and which is why | will support this weak bill.
But let's not fool ourselves into thinking it is
enough. We could do more. Democrats want
to do more.

Our substitute, which was not allowed to be
considered today, would have helped approxi-
mately 4.5 million elderly people—one million
of whom now live below the poverty level. It
would have addressed this problem in a
meaningful way that helps our seniors out of
poverty.

Instead, the Republicans are trying to fool
the electorate into think they care about this
issue by offering something, anything. The fact
is that the Republicans find no problem with
denying over four million widows Social Secu-
rity benefits while they look forward to spend-
ing $8 trillion to privatize the system.

Mr. Speaker, we should be doing more.

Mrs. MALONEY of New York. Mr. Speaker,
| rise in support of the legislation we are con-
sidering today, H.R. 4069, the Social Security
Benefit Enhancements for Women Act of
2002.

This bill makes a modest attempt to address
current deficiencies in the manner that Social
Security compensates some widows.

The fact is that women are more likely than
men to be dependent on Social Security for
their retirement. Because of the kind of jobs
they are more likely to hold, the responsibil-
ities that they face with children and the work
interruptions that result from family commit-
ments, women tend to have lower earnings
than men, are less likely to have pensions and
therefore are more reliant upon Social Security
for their retirement.
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The bill we are considering today rectifies a
few inequities in the system that are faced by
certain widows whose benefits are unfairly re-
duced by the rigidity of the system. However,
if the Majority wants to truly begin to address
the failings in the system for widows we
should be considering Representative MAT-
Sul's more comprehensive legislation today—
H.R. 4671, the Social Security Widow's Ben-
efit Guarantee Act.

Representative MATSUI's hill, which | proudly
cosponsored, would go much further than the
bill on the floor and grant real retirement secu-
rity for poor seniors by guaranteeing widows a
benefit equal to 75 percent of the combined
benefits the couple had been receiving prior to
the death of the spouse.

Guaranteeing a livable retirement benefit for
widows is critical because they tend to be
overwhelmingly dependent on Social Security.

As a group, 75 percent of elderly non-mar-
ried women, including widows, rely on Social
Security for half of their income.

In the short-term these women deserve the
guarantee Mr. MATsuI's bill would provide. In
the long-term, we need to make sure benefits
are available as promised and not risk the fu-
ture of the system by privatizing it.

The question is on the motion offered
by the gentleman from Florida (Mr.
SHAW) that the House suspend the rules
and pass the bill, H.R. 4069, as amend-
ed.

The question was taken.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. In the
opinion of the Chair, two-thirds of
those present have voted in the affirm-
ative.

Mr. SHAW. Mr. Speaker, on that I de-
mand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX and the
Chair’s prior announcement, further
proceedings on this motion will be
postponed.

PROHIBITING MEMBERS OF
ARMED FORCES IN SAUDI ARA-
BIA FROM BEING REQUIRED OR
COMPELLED TO WEAR THE
ABAYA GARMENT

Mr. RYUN of Kansas. Mr. Speaker, 1
move to suspend the rules and pass the
bill (H.R. 4714) to prohibit members of
the Armed Forces in Saudi Arabia from
being required or formally or infor-
mally compelled to wear the abaya
garment, and for other purposes.

The Clerk read as follows:

H.R. 4714

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. WEAR OF ABAYAS BY MEMBERS OF
THE ARMED FORCES IN SAUDI ARA-
BIA.

(a) PROHIBITION RELATING TO WEAR OF
ABAYAS.—A member of the Armed Forces
may not be required or formally or infor-
mally compelled to wear the abaya garment
or any part of the abaya garment while in
the Kingdom of Saudi Arabia pursuant to a
permanent change of station or orders for
temporary duty.

(b) INSTRUCTION.—(1) The Secretary of De-
fense shall provide each member of the
Armed Forces ordered to a permanent
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change of station or temporary duty in the
Kingdom of Saudi Arabia with instructions
regarding the prohibition in subsection (a).
Such instructions shall be provided to a
member within 10 days before the date of a
member’s arrival at a United States military
installation within the Kingdom of Saudi
Arabia or immediately upon such arrival.
The instructions shall be presented orally
and in writing. The written instruction shall
include the full text of this section.

(2) In carrying out paragraph (1), the Sec-
retary shall act through the Commander in
Chief, United States Central Command and
Joint Task Force Southwest Asia, and the
commanders of the Army, Navy, Air Force,
and Marine Corps components of the United
States Central Command and Joint Task
Force Southwest Asia.

(c) PROHIBITION ON USE OF FUNDS FOR PRO-
CUREMENT OF ABAYAS.—Funds appropriated
or otherwise made available to the Depart-
ment of Defense may not be used to procure
abayas for regular or routine issuance to
members of the Armed Forces serving in the
Kingdom of Saudi Arabia or for any per-
sonnel of contractors accompanying the
Armed Forces in the Kingdom of Saudi Ara-
bia in the performance of contracts entered
into with such contractors by the United
States.

(d) COMMANDER AUTHORITY.—Notwith-
standing subsection (a), the commander of
the United States Central Command may re-
quire the wear of the abaya garment in spe-
cific circumstances that, in the opinion of
the commander, constitute an operational
requirement essential for the conduct of the
military mission.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
Kansas (Mr. RYUN) and the gentleman
from Rhode Island (Mr. LANGEVIN) each
will control 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Kansas (Mr. RYUN).

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. RYUN of Kansas. Mr. Speaker, 1
ask unanimous consent that all Mem-
bers may have b legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks on H.R. 4714.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Kansas?

There was no objection.

Mr. RYUN of Kansas. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Speaker, I rise to speak to the
bill offered by the gentleman from In-
diana (Mr. HOSTETTLER) and the gen-
tleman from Rhode Island (Mr.
LANGEVIN).

Mr. Speaker, this legislation estab-
lishes certain requirements relating to
the wear of the abaya garment by
Members of the U.S. Armed Forces in
the Kingdom of Saudi Arabia. This bill
represents a compromise bill on an
amendment proposed during the mark-
up of H.R. 4546, the Bob Stump Na-
tional Defense Authorization Act for
Fiscal Year 2003.

Mr. Speaker, I think many Members
feel the wearing of the abaya uniform
by female service members should be
entirely voluntary. I agree with that
particular view. The pending legisla-
tion provides for such voluntary wear,
except under specific circumstances
that the Commander of the United
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States Central Command may des-
ignate when the CINC determines that
mandatory wear constitutes an oper-
ational requirement essential for the
conduct of the military mission.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. LANGEVIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, before I explain the bill
the gentleman from Indiana (Mr.
HOSTETTLER) and I wrote together and
introduced today, I would like to thank
the Members who made this possible.

From the moment I introduced lan-
guage that prohibited the requiring or
strongly encouraging our military
women to wear abayas, both the gen-
tleman from Indiana (Mr. HOSTETTLER)
and the gentlewoman from New Mexico
(Mrs. WILSON) were by my side. As we
negotiated with the committee, ma-
neuvered through the Committee on
Rules, floor consideration and final
passage of the National Defense Au-
thorization Act, the three of us illus-
trated the power of bipartisanship and
determination. I am truly honored to
have worked with such knowledgeable
and dedicated Members of this body.

Mr. Speaker, I also want to thank
the gentleman from New York (Chair-
man MCHUGH) of the Subcommittee on
Military Personnel and the members of
the Committee on Armed Services for
their understanding and willingness to
work with us to include this language
in the defense bill. To clarify for the
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, it is the intent
of the House that this language be in-
cluded in the final defense bill that is
passed by both Chambers and enacted
into law.

Mr. Speaker, one last thank you be-
fore I highlight the importance of this
legislation, and that is my constituent,
Lt. Colonel Martha McSally. Many of
you know her as the first female fight-
er pilot to fly in combat, as well as
leader in the effort to change the mili-
tary’s policy of requiring military serv-
icewomen in Saudi Arabia to wear
abayas. For 7 years this battle was
fought. She is a remarkable person,
whose patriotism is undeniable, integ-
rity unquestionable, and determination
to do what is right unparalleled. I am
deeply honored to sponsor this legisla-
tion today to help Lt. Colonel McSally
end this battle once and for all.

My colleagues have heard me say it
numerous times before: women make
first-class soldiers and should not be
treated like second-class citizens. This
bill we consider today will prohibit the
military from requiring or formally or
informally compelling servicewomen in
Saudi Arabia to wear abayas and would
block the military from making reg-
ular procurements of abayas.

This sends a very strong message. It
says Congress will no longer tolerate
forcing our dedicated military service-
women who are on the front lines risk-
ing their lives, protecting and fighting
for freedom and democracy and to de-
fend Saudi Arabia itself to wear a reli-
gious garment of faith most of them do
not follow.
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As you can see from this picture, the
abaya and head scarf cover the entire
body from head to toe. Our female serv-
icewomen stationed in Saudi Arabia
are wearing this and having the most
radical of Islamic beliefs imposed upon
them, even though the Department of
State does not require or encourage
any of its employees to wear the abaya.
It does not require its employees to
wear abayas while on duty precisely
because they are representing the
United States of America. Not even the
spouses and dependents of the State
Department staff wear the abaya, nor
did Mrs. Cheney or former Secretary of
State Madeleine Albright during their
visits to Saudi Arabia.

The Government of Saudi Arabia
itself does not require non-Muslim
women to wear abayas. My colleagues
may be interested to know that even
General Schwarzkopf did not issue any
mandate requiring the servicewomen
to wear abayas during the Gulf War.
Male servicemembers are not required
to wear the abaya, grow beards or em-
brace any Islamic religious beliefs in
this way, so neither should women.
Forcing our female service troops to
wear the abaya has a negative impact
on our recruitment and diminishes mo-
rale, unit cohesion and the chain of
command headed by female
servicemembers. Most of all, this prac-
tice is completely unnecessary.

Mr. Speaker, this is about leadership.
This is about sending a message to the
world that America treats its citizens
equally. And this message comes from
the top. On November 17 of last year,
President Bush launched a worldwide
effort to focus on the brutality against
women and children by the al Qaeda
terrorist network and the Taliban.
Under this regime, women were denied
access to doctors and education and
could not work outside the home or
even leave the home by themselves.

This severe repression of women
under the guise of religion masked an
insidious discrimination that neither
America nor many Muslims condone.
In fact, most of the Islamic world rec-
ognizes women make important con-
tributions to their societies. That is
why America must affirmatively reject
subjecting our military servicewomen
to this discrimination and that is why
I have fought to bring this bill to the
floor today.

I urge my colleagues to join me, the
gentleman from Indiana (Mr.
HOSTETTLER), and the gentlewoman
from New Mexico (Mrs. WILSON) in
passing this legislation and ending the
demeaning practice of making only

American servicewomen wear the
abaya.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. RYUN of Kansas. Mr. Speaker, it
is my pleasure to yield 5 minutes to
the gentleman from Indiana (Mr.
HOSTETTLER).

(Mr. HOSTETTLER asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)
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Mr. HOSTETTLER. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman from Kansas for
yielding me time.

Mr. Speaker, I am proud to join the
gentleman from Rhode Island (Mr.
LANGEVIN) and the gentlewoman from
New Mexico (Mrs. WILSON) in spon-
soring H.R. 4714, a bill to prohibit
members of the Armed Forces in Saudi
Arabia from being required or formally
or informally compelled to wear the
abaya garment.

Present DOD policy of ‘“‘strongly en-
couraging’” our female military per-
sonnel to wear the abaya sure sounds
like an order to me. Christians like Lt.
Colonel Martha McSally should not be
forced to wear a Muslim outfit, espe-
cially when off duty and on their own
time.

I am puzzled by the fact that our fe-
male military personnel are treated
like second-class citizens while sta-
tioned on soil they are defending from
Iraqi aggression. As a matter of fact,
the State Department does not require
its female embassy employees to wear
the abaya in Saudi Arabia. When Sec-
ond Lady Lynne Cheney accompanied
Vice President DICK CHENEY on his re-
cent visit to Saudi Arabia, she did not
wear an abaya; she wore a business
suit.

It gets better. The Government of
Saudi Arabia, according to their offi-
cials in the D.C. embassy, does not re-
quire foreigners to wear the abaya.

Forcing our female troops to wear
the abaya in the past and now today
strongly encouraging them to do so has
a negative impact on our recruitment
and retention of highly qualified mili-
tary personnel.

How many well-trained, well-quali-
fied military personnel have separated
from the military to avoid wearing the
abaya in Saudi Arabia? How many have
not decided to enlist in our U.S. mili-
tary in the first place to avoid ever
being forced to wear the abaya?

The argument that women should
wear the abaya for force protection
begs the question what are we doing in
any country if the best force protection
measure is wearing an abaya?

Likewise, I ©believe Lt. Colonel
McSally was right when she said,
“When you separate your troops into
two groups and then impose the values
of the host nation on one of them, to
me that is abandoning your American
values.”

This important legislation informs
our allies that while our presence in
their country is advantageous to their
security, we are there not to defend
their values, but the values of Ameri-
cans. Some of those are women who
have volunteered to put their lives on
the line for our liberties.

The time is now for the Congress to
take control of this issue, given our re-
sponsibilities under Article I, section 8
of our Constitution; and H.R. 4714 does
just that. I should not have to remind
anyone in this Congress about the
plaque that hangs in the House Com-
mittee on Armed Services room which
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reminds us, all of us, including officials
from the Department of Defense, that
according to our Founding Fathers,
“The Congress shall have power to
make rules for the government and
regulation of the land and naval
forces.”
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In conclusion, Mr. Speaker, I would
like to take this opportunity to com-
mend Lieutenant Colonel Martha
McSally for her courage in bringing
this issue to the public’s attention. For
6 years, she quietly tried to persuade
the Pentagon to modify its policy with
no success. She even discussed the
issue with then Defense Secretary Wil-
liam Perry in 1995. In 2000, she lobbied
then Secretary of the Air Force, Whit
Peters. Moreover, she has written
memos and met with top generals in
the Air Force and still got nowhere.

It was not until she was questioned
by a reporter for USA Today in April
2001 that she talked publicly about this
policy, and I am glad she did. Other-
wise, the Congress would probably still
be in the dark about this religious lib-
erty and quality of life issue for our fe-
male military personnel.

Mr. Speaker, I hope we take action to
remedy this injustice now. I urge all of
my colleagues to support H.R. 4714.

Mr. LANGEVIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
1 minute to the gentleman from Mis-
souri (Mr. SKELTON), our esteemed
ranking member of the Committee on
Armed Services.

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Speaker, first let
me say I appreciate and applaud the
persistence of the gentleman from
Rhode Island (Mr. LANGEVIN) in behalf
of this legislation. It is the right thing
to do. I appreciate the work of the gen-
tleman from Indiana (Mr. HOSTETTLER)
and the gentlewoman from New Mexico
(Mrs. WILSON) on this issue.

There was a phrase that the gen-
tleman from Indiana (Mr. HOSTETTLER)
used that is part of our Constitution.
Mr. Speaker, the United States Con-
stitution requires the Congress to raise
and maintain the military and also to
establish the rules and regulations
thereof. Through my years in Congress,
I have had the opportunity to do both
and particularly, in writing rules and
regulations insofar as military edu-
cation is concerned and insofar as the
structure of the military is concerned,
which resulted in what we now call
Goldwater-Nickles.

Mr. Speaker, this is the right thing
to do. The Americans are in Saudi Ara-
bia, have been in Saudi Arabia, were
there to make sure that Saddam Hus-
sein’s troops did not come down south
and into that country. They are there
for the protection of that country. This
is a very appropriate thing to do, to
not make the American women of the
military abide by anything but the
American rules.

Mr. RYUN of Kansas. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 5 minutes to the gentlewoman
from New Mexico (Mrs. WILSON), a
member of the Committee on Armed
Services.
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(Mrs. WILSON of New Mexico asked
and was given permission to revise and
extend her remarks.)

Mrs. WILSON of New Mexico. Mr.
Speaker, I want to commend the gen-
tleman from Rhode Island (Mr.
LANGEVIN) and the gentleman from In-
diana (Mr. HOSTETTLER) for their lead-
ership and their perseverance on this
issue. This is a provision that probably
should have been included in this
year’s defense authorization bill and
may ultimately get rolled into that
bill in conference, but without their
perseverance we would not have been
able to bring this bill to the floor of
the House today.

It is my hope that the House tonight
will send a very clear message to the
Department of Defense that its policy
on the wearing of the abaya, first mak-
ing it mandatory and then strongly en-
couraging women service members in
Saudi Arabia to wear the abaya, is
completely unacceptable to this House
and to the American people.

This bill, when passed, and I believe
it will be passed and included in the de-
fense authorization bill, or a stand-
alone bill will pass the Senate, will end
the DOD policy that affects American
servicewomen serving in Saudi Arabia.

The sad thing is that this bill is need-
ed at all. This policy should never have
been put in place in the first place.
When it was put in place and brought
to the attention of senior commanders
at the Pentagon, it should have been
immediately repealed as transparently
unconstitutional. Yet, it requires ac-
tion by the United States House of
Representatives in order to send a
clear message to the Department of De-
fense that if they do not get it, we do,
and they have to change this policy.

The Department of Defense changed
its policy slightly by changing it from
being mandatory to strongly encour-
aging American servicewomen to wear
the abaya when off duty and off post in
Saudi Arabia. Maybe that was clever
from a public relations point of view,
but for those of us who have served in
the military, and I have, we know that
“‘strongly encouraged’ is not optional.
When a senior officer tells a young
service member that they are strongly
encouraged to wear an abaya, that is
about as close to an order as one can
get. In fact, if one values one’s military
career, one will do it. If one values just
one’s freedom from hassles, from being
labeled as a troublemaker or not a
team player, it means one will do it,
because it really means that one has
to, because the commander says they
are strongly recommending it. And
they say that with a kind of tone in
their voice that means, you do it or
else.

It is those kinds of policies that we
do not need in the United States mili-
tary, and I think this goes beyond the
issues of class, beyond issues of respect
for women in positions of command. I
believe that this is a first amendment
issue.
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The abaya is traditional Muslim
garb. It is as inappropriate for the De-
partment of Defense to order service-
women to wear traditional Muslim
garb, most of whom are Christians or
Jewish who do not share the faith of
women who choose to wear that dress,
it is as inappropriate to do that as it is
to tell servicemen serving in Israel
that they must wear a yarmulke when
they go to the Western Wall. Now,
most servicemen would do so out of re-
spect for the traditions of the country
in which they are a resident. But it is
inappropriate for the Department of
Defense to force service members to
wear religious clothing, pure and sim-
ple, and it is likewise inappropriate to
strongly encourage that they do so.

This legislation is very clear in its
language. It prohibits formally or in-
formally compelling service members
to wear the abaya. That covers all of
the synonyms for ‘‘strongly encour-
aged’” so that they could not just
change it to ‘‘strongly recommend’ or
“highly recommend.” They are prohib-
ited from informally or formally com-
pelling them. There is only one excep-
tion, and that exception is force pro-
tection. This House has rejected the
DOD’s spurious arguments about force
protection, and that is exactly what
they are.

The only exception is very narrowly
crafted, and that is if it is essential to
the conduct of the military mission
and, in sitting on this floor with my
colleagues and talking about what that
might mean, if there was a serious civil
unrest in Saudi Arabia and we had sol-
diers who are downtown in a building
and we needed to extract them without
local people knowing who they were, or
for some reason for a special forces op-
eration or to move people around, we
may need to hide who our people really
are. Those are the essential kinds of
things that might justify such an
order. Nothing else does.

I commend the gentleman from
Rhode Island and the gentleman from
Indiana for their leadership. This
House will make a statement tonight
that we will not tolerate this kind of
policy from the Department of Defense,
and we are strong enough and united
enough to stand up for them.

Mr. LANGEVIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
5 minutes to the gentlewoman from
New York (Mrs. MALONEY).

(Mrs. MALONEY of New York asked
and was given permission to revise and
extend her remarks.)

Mrs. MALONEY of New York. Mr.
Speaker, I thank the gentleman for
yielding me this time, and I thank him
for his leadership on this important
issue, and the gentlewoman from New
Mexico also, who served in the military
and who brings a great deal of knowl-
edge and understanding to this issue. I
thank her for her very impassioned
statement before Congress today.

Our country is at war. Our troops
overseas are risking their lives to pro-
tect our lives and our rights as United
States citizens. Unfortunately, in
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Saudi Arabia we have seen service-
women who have lost their rights to
wear their military-issued uniforms as
they are protecting our rights. Instead,
while fighting to protect our freedom
and democracy, these women are being
encouraged and sometimes required to
wear an abaya. For those of us who are
not familiar with it, it is a long black
robe that covers a woman from head to
toe.

Requiring women to wear this gar-
ment discriminates against them and
violates their religious freedom by
forcing them to adopt another faith’s
garb. It does not increase the safety
and security of U.S. interests. Instead,
it works against them. By discrimi-
nating against women in the military,
we undermine the authority of officers
stationed in Saudi Arabia and diminish
morale among servicewomen.

Last December, Lieutenant Colonel
Martha McSally, the highest ranking
female fighter pilot in the Air Force,
brought a lawsuit against the military
for its practice of requiring service-
women stationed in Saudi Arabia to
wear this black garment, ride in the
back seat of cars, and be accompanied
by a man when off base. In response to
her courageous suit, I sent a letter to
Secretary Rumsfeld, along with 18
other Members of Congress, urging him
to revoke this discriminatory policy
against women serving in Saudi Ara-
bia.

Mr. Speaker, I will include for the
RECORD the referenced letter.

Mr. Speaker, let me be clear. The
Government of Saudi Arabia does not
require non-Muslim women to wear
abayas and the State Department does
not require them or even encourage
any of its employees to wear this gar-
ment. Our Armed Forces should show
the same amount of respect for its em-
ployees.

The bottom line is that our service-
women are fulfilling a very difficult job
in Saudi Arabia, and they deserve to be
treated with respect. They must not be
forced into a subservient position.

Mr. Speaker, U.S. servicewomen are
valued, respected, capable members of
our Armed Forces. It is the duty of the
United States Government and its
military to demonstrate to other na-
tions how much we value our service-
women serving overseas.

The United States must set a stand-
ard for equality around the world and
stop this discriminatory treatment
against American servicewomen.

I congratulate my colleagues on the
committee for putting forward this
bill. I support it strongly. It is an im-
portant statement in support of our
women serving overseas in Saudi Ara-
bia and other countries.

U.S. CONGRESS,
Washington, DC, Dec. 17, 2001.
Hon. DONALD RUMSFELD,
Office of the Secretary, Pentagon, Washington,
DC.

DEAR SECRETARY RUMSFELD; We are very
troubled to learn that American service-
women stationed in Saudi Arabia are re-
quired to wear abayas and ride in the back
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seat of cars when off base, and that they can-
not go off base unless accompanied by a man.
We are conscious of the need to maintain
good relations with Saudi Arabia, particu-
larly during this time of war; however, we
understand that servicewomen are the only
federal employees stationed in Saudi Arabia
who are obliged to follow these rules.

Our servicewomen are fulfilling a very dif-
ficult job in Saudi Arabia, and they deserve
to be treated with respect. By requiring serv-
icewomen to adopt a subservient position,
the military is sending the very clear signal
that they are not deserving of equal respect.
This has a particularly significant impact on
officers, who are being asked to be subser-
vient to men under their command. It is very
difficult for these officers to maintain the
same degree of authority if they must adopt
a submissive role off base.

We urge you to revoke this policy and to
treat servicewomen with the same dignity
afforded other federal employees in Saudi
Arabia.

Sincerely,

Carolyn B. Maloney; Betty McCollum;
Janice Schakowsky; Lloyd Doggett;
James P. McGovern; Nita Lowey; Peter
DeFazio; Martin Frost; James Leach;
Barbara Lee; Diane Watson; Lucille

Roybal-Allard; Ellen Tauscher; Jim
McDemott; Elijah Cummings; Julia
Carson; George Miller; Neil Aber-

crombie; Diana DeGette.

Mr. RYUN of Kansas. Mr. Speaker, 1
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Speaker, as a result of the con-
certed efforts of several members of
the Committee on Armed Services, this
bill expresses the views of many Mem-
bers of Congress regarding the wearing
of the abaya by our military personnel
serving in the Kingdom of Saudi Ara-
bia. Moreover, it affords the com-
manders the latitude necessary to edu-
cate service members about the threats
and allows such force protection meas-
ures as may be dictated by a unit’s
mission and location. I urge my col-
leagues to support this bill.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. LANGEVIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume to
just take a minute to thank the gentle-
woman from New Mexico (Mrs. WILSON)
and the gentleman from Indiana (Mr.
HOSTETTLER) once again for their lead-
ership and determination. I think that
this bill sends a very clear message
about how we expect our soldiers to be
treated overseas and in this country.

Mrs. WILSON of New Mexico. Mr. Speaker,
| rise in support of H.R. 4714, a bill to prohibit
members of the Armed Forces in Saudi Arabia
from being required or formally or informally
compelled to wear the abaya garment. | com-
mend my colleagues on the Armed Services
Committee—Mr. LANGEVIN and Mr.
HOSTETTLER for their perseverance on this
issue and for bringing this bill to the floor
today.

This legislation will end a Defense Depart-
ment policy affecting servicewomen stationed
in Saudi Arabia.

It is a sad commentary that this legislation
is needed at all. This policy should not have
been implemented in the first place; it should
have been changed rapidly when it was
brought to the attention of senior commanders
and the Pentagon; and the revised policy is
also flawed.
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This bill would have been part of the De-
fense Authorization bill this year, and it may
be incorporated into that legislation in con-
ference committee. It is my hope that the De-
fense Department won’t wait to be forced to
do the right thing.

Our vote tonight is to send a message to
the Defense Department loud and clear: your
policy requiring or strongly encouraging serv-
icewomen stationed in Saudi Arabia to wear
the abaya is without merit and is offensive to
the American people. You need to change it,
or the Congress will change it for you.

Mr. Speaker, those who choose to serve our
country, regardless of gender, should be treat-
ed with respect by their commanders. There’s
a lot of talk about loyalty from the bottom up.
But loyalty from the top down is more impor-
tant, and more rare. Since the beginning of
the Republic, Americans, both men and
women have done their duty to secure the lib-
erties that we enjoy. Women make first-class
soldiers and should not be treated like sec-
ond-class citizens.

But this legislation goes far beyond issues
of class and respect for women in the service.
The abaya is a garment that covers a Muslim
woman from head to toe with only the eyes
showing. It is associated by others and by
servicewomen with the Muslim religion. Forc-
ing American servicewomen—most of whom
are Christian or Jewish—to wear traditional
Muslim dress is deeply offensive to their reli-
gious beliefs and possibly unconstitutional.

But the Defense Department just doesn'’t
seem to get it. They would never force Amer-
ican servicemen to wear a yarmulke in Israel
or a crucifix in order to avoid harassment or
be sensitive to the local culture. Indeed, the
same regulation that ordered women to wear
the abaya in Saudi Arabia prohibited service-
men from wearing local Saudi dress for men.

The Defense Department has never seemed
to be troubled by this double standard that di-
rects servicemen to dress conservatively while
prohibiting the wear of local dress, and pre-
sumes that young servicewomen could not or
would not follow similar command guidelines
and ordered them to wear the abaya.

The Department's modified policy that
“strongly encourages” women to wear the
abaya only sounds satisfactory to people who
have never been in the military. When an offi-
cer “strongly encourages” any young troop to
do something, that is not optional. It means
you darn well better do it if you value your ca-
reer in the military. It means if you don't do it,
you risk being branded as an attitude problem,
a troublemaker, someone deserving extra (and
certainly unwanted) attention that is likely to
make your life a whole lot harder and possibly
downright miserable. Every veteran in this
body knows what I'm saying is true.

DOD'’s policy change to “strongly encour-
age” wearing the abaya was clever as a pub-
lic relations move, but not clever enough to
hide from this body that DOD wishes to pre-
serve a practice offensive to military women
and offensive to the American people and the
beliefs we cherish.

Mr. Speaker, this legislation states that a
member of the Armed Forces may not be re-
quired or formally or informally compelled to
wear the abaya garment or any part of the
abaya garment while in the Kingdom of Saudi
Arabia. It prohibits taxpayer funds from being
used to purchase abayas. It requires com-
manders to inform their troops of this policy
and provide them a copy of it in writing.
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The language “formally or informally com-
pelled” is intended to cover a range of syno-
nyms for “strongly encouraged”. We did not
want to prohibit DOD from “encouraging” wear
of the abaya while they change their policy to
“recommend” it, or “suggest” it. We are not
interested in playing with words. DOD may not
formally or informally compel wear of the
abaya in any way. The current DOD policy of
“strongly encouraging” wearing of the abaya
is not consistent with this legislation and, if
this legislation passes, it must be changed.

There is one exception in this legislation,
and it deserves explanation. The Defense De-
partment initially justified their abaya policy on
the grounds of host nation sensitivity, even
though neither the Saudi government nor the
State Department require or strongly encour-
age wearing the abaya. In fact, the State De-
partment also does not recommend that tour-
ists—arguably the least prepared to deal with
religious enforcers, called Mutawa'iin—wear
abayas. The recommendation for tourists is
the same as for the male service members:
conservative clothes that cover the arms and
legs.

Then, as pressure grew, the Defense De-
partment modified their policy and the justifica-
tion for it on the grounds of “force protection”.
They maintain that they must continue to have
the option of ordering women to wear the
abaya if a commander considers it to be nec-
essary for the safety of our servicewomen.

In passing this legislation, the Congress is
explicitly rejecting this “force protection” argu-
ment. Indeed, in negotiations with DOD staff
before the FYO3 Defense Authorization Act
came to the floor of the House, the DOD ar-
gued for a “force protection” exception that
was so broad that it made the prohibition
meaningless. The members of Congress in-
volved in these discussions rejected DOD'’s ar-
guments and the force protection exception is
not included in this bill.

What we have included is a much narrower
exception that says the commander of the
United States Central Command may require
the wear of the abaya in “specific cir-
cumstances” that ‘“constitute an operational
requirement essential for the conduct of the
military mission.”

First, the Commander of USCENTCOM may
not delegate this authority to anyone else
below him. Second, he may not do so based
on a general need for “force protection” or
“safety”. The only time he may do so is if it
is an operational requirement to complete the
military mission.

In crafting this exception, we had in mind
very unusual circumstances like special oper-
ations requiring concealment, an unusual need
to move people in-country without the knowl-
edge of the best country, or if there were
widespread civil unrest to extract service
members from a dangerous situation without
detection or provocation.

Mr. Speaker, | hope this House will be
heard today and that we send a resounding
message to the Department of Defense. Your
policy on wearing the abaya is inconsistent
with our values as a nation and we insist that
it be changed.

Mr. PAUL. Mr. Speaker, while | support this
legislation, | would like to make a few obser-
vations. It is unfortunate that we are in a posi-
tion where we must act on such legislation.
Because of our unwise policy of foreign inter-
ventionism, which has placed thousands of
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American service members in the Middle East
including in Saudi Arabia, we are placed in a
no-win situation. Either we disregard and
mock the customs and culture of Saudi Arabia
by refusing to adhere to dress codes that they
have adopted, or we subject American women
to a dress code that is offensive to our own
culture and customs and is disrespectful to the
sacrifices they are making for this country.
What a choice, Mr. Speaker!

| am voting for this bill because | believe, on
the whole, that it is preferable to place con-
cerns about our own citizens over those
whose homeland is being defended by Amer-
ican troops. Young Americans join the all-vol-
unteer military as an act of patriotism in hopes
of defending their country and their constitu-
tion. We in Congress must honor that sac-
rifice. it is bad enough that our troops are sent
around the world to defend foreign soil. Asking
them to comply with foreign customs which
violate basic American beliefs about freedom
in order to appease the very governments our
troops are defending adds insult to injury. | do
not believe a single female member of the
armed forces enlisted for the “privilege” of
wearing an abaya while defending the House
of Saud or that one single male member of
the armed forces enlisted in order to force his
female colleagues to wear an abaya.

The fact remains that we continue to main-
tain troops in a place where they are not
needed. It is the consequences of this dan-
gerous policy that concern me most. Isn't it
time to return to a more sound foreign policy,
one that respects the culture of others by not
intervening in their affairs? Is it not time to
bring American troops home to protect Amer-
ica, rather than continuing to station them in
far off lands where the protection they offer is
not needed?

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, | rise today
in support of this bill to prohibit the Depart-
ment of Defense from requiring female service
members to wear the ‘abaya’, a long black
robe covering the body from head to toe, worn
with a head scarf and often a veil.

Currently, the DOD requires U.S. service-
women to wear the abaya when they leave
base in Saudi Arabia. DOD policy also man-
dates that servicewomen cannot sit in the front
seat of a vehicle when traveling off-base. | am
outraged that DOD would not only tolerate, but
perpetrate, this type of discriminatory treat-
ment against American servicewomen. Our
women in uniform are performing their duty to
protect the interests of both the United States
and of the host country. It is unfortunate that
the Saudi government has so little apprecia-
tion for the contributions of U.S. servicewomen
as to allow harassment of them to take place
at the hands of the Saudi religious police. But
it is unconscionable that our own government
should uphold this institutionalized disrespect
of women by requiring that Americans conform
to these standards.

U.S. servicewomen are valued, respected,
capable members of our armed forces. It is
the duty of the U.S. government, including its
military, to demonstrate to other nations the
high regard in which we hold them.

It is important to note that official Saudi pol-
icy does not require non-Muslim women to
wear the abaya. Similarly, the U.S. State De-
partment allows its female employees to use
their own best judgment when deciding how to
dress when they go outside the embassy. The
Department of Defense should show the same
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degree of trust in its employees, and end this
backward order regarding the abaya. This leg-
islation would do just that, and | urge my col-
leagues to support it.

Mr. LANGEVIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
back the balance of my time.

Mr. RYUN of Kansas. Mr. Speaker, 1
have no further speakers, and I yield
back the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LAHOOD). The question is on the mo-
tion offered by the gentleman from
Kansas (Mr. RYUN) that the House sus-
pend the rules and pass the bill, H.R.
4714.

The question was taken; and (two-
thirds having voted in favor thereof)
the rules were suspended and the bill
was passed.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

————

RECESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 12 of rule I, the Chair de-
clares the House in recess until ap-
proximately 6:30 p.m. today.

Accordingly (at 5 o’clock and 29 min-
utes p.m.), the House stood in recess
until approximately 6:30 p.m.

——
0 1832

AFTER RECESS

The recess having expired, the House
was called to order by the Speaker pro
tempore (Mr. STEARNS) at 6 o’clock and
32 minutes p.m.

———

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, the Chair
will now put the question on motions
to suspend the rules and on approving
the Journal on which further pro-
ceedings were postponed earlier today.

Votes will be taken in the following
order:

H.R. 3694, by the yeas and nays;

H.R. 4069, by the yeas and nays; and

approving the Journal, de novo.

The Chair will reduce to 5 minutes
the time for any electronic vote after
the first such vote in this series.

——————

HIGHWAY FUNDING RESTORATION
ACT

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
pending business is the question of sus-
pending the rules and passing the bill,
H.R. 3694, as amended.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Alaska (Mr.
YouNng) that the House suspend the
rules and pass the bill, H.R. 3694, as
amended, on which the yeas and nays
are ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 410, nays 5,
not voting 19, as follows:

Abercrombie
Aderholt
Akin

Allen
Andrews
Armey
Baca
Bachus
Baird
Baker
Baldacci
Baldwin
Ballenger
Barcia
Barr
Barrett
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Becerra
Bentsen
Bereuter
Berkley
Berman
Berry
Biggert
Bilirakis
Bishop
Blumenauer
Blunt
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bonior
Bono
Boozman
Borski
Boswell
Boucher
Boyd
Brady (TX)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Brown (SC)
Bryant
Burr
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Cantor
Capito
Capps
Capuano
Cardin
Carson (IN)
Carson (OK)
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Coble
Collins
Combest
Condit
Conyers
Cooksey
Costello
Cox

Coyne
Cramer
Crane
Crenshaw
Crowley
Cubin
Culberson
Cummings
Cunningham
Davis (CA)
Davis (FL)
Dayvis (IL)
Davis, Jo Ann
Davis, Tom
Deal
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
DeLay
DeMint
Deutsch
Dicks
Dingell

[Roll No. 159]

YEAS—410

Doggett
Dooley
Doolittle
Doyle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Edwards
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
Engel
English
Eshoo
Etheridge
Evans
Everett
Farr
Fattah
Ferguson
Filner
Fletcher
Foley
Forbes
Ford
Fossella
Frank
Frelinghuysen
Frost
Gallegly
Ganske
Gekas
Gephardt
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Gonzalez
Goode
Goodlatte
Gordon
Goss
Graham
Granger
Graves
Green (TX)
Green (WI)
Greenwood
Grucci
Gutierrez
Gutknecht
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hansen
Harman
Hart
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Herger
Hill
Hilleary
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hobson
Hoeffel
Hoekstra
Holden
Holt
Honda
Hooley
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hoyer
Hulshof
Hunter
Hyde
Inslee
Isakson
Israel
Issa
Istook
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee
(TX)
Jefferson
Jenkins
John
Johnson (CT)
Johnson (IL)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
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Jones (NC)
Jones (OH)
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Keller
Kelly
Kennedy (MN)
Kennedy (RI)
Kerns
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kind (WI)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kirk
Kleczka
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Kucinich
LaFalce
LaHood
Lampson
Langevin
Lantos
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Latham
LaTourette
Leach
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Lofgren
Lowey
Lucas (KY)
Lucas (OK)
Luther
Lynch
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Manzullo
Markey
Matheson
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McCrery
McDermott
McGovern
McHugh
MeclInnis
McKeon
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Menendez
Mica
Millender-
McDonald
Miller, Dan
Miller, Gary
Miller, George
Miller, Jeff
Mink
Mollohan
Moore
Moran (KS)
Moran (VA)
Morella
Myrick
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal
Nethercutt
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Osborne
Ose
Otter
Owens
Oxley
Pallone
Pascrell
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Pastor Saxton Thompson (MS)
Pelosi Schakowsky Thornberry
Pence Schiff Thune
Peterson (PA) Schrock Thurman
Petri Scott Tiahrt
Phelps' Sensenbrenner Tiberi
g;(étiermg gzgrano Tierney
w

Platts Shays $g$§§y
Pombo Sherman

Turner
Pomeroy Sherwood
Portman Shimkus Udall (CO)
Price (NC) Shows Udall (NM)
Pryce (OH) Shuster Upton
Putnam Simmons Velazquez
Quinn Simpson Visclosky
Radanovich Skeen Vitter
Rahall Skelton Walden
Ramstad Slaughter Walsh
Rangel Smith (MI) Wamp
Regula Smith (NJ) Waters
Rehberg Smith (TX) Watkins (OK)
Reyes Smith (WA) Watson (CA)
ngnolds Snyder Watt (NC)
Rlveys Solis Watts (OK)
godrlguez Zoudg Waxman

oemer pra ;
Rogers (KY) Stark ‘x:isg; (FL)
Rogers (MI) Stearns Weldon (PA)
Rohrabacher Stenholm Weller
Ros-Lehtinen Strickland
Ross Stupak We),der
Roukema Sullivan Whltﬁeld
Roybal-Allard Sununu Wicker
Rush Tancredo Wilson (NM)
Ryan (WI) Tanner Wilson (SC)
Ryun (KS) Tauscher Wolf
Sabo Tauzin Woolsey
Sanchez Taylor (MS) Wu
Sanders Taylor (NC) Wynn
Sandlin Thomas Young (AK)
Sawyer Thompson (CA) Young (FL)
NAYS—5
Flake Royce Shadegg
Paul Sessions
NOT VOTING—19
Ackerman Mascara Schaffer
Blagojevich McIntyre Stump
Brady (PA) Murtha Sweeney
Burton Payne Terry
Cannon Peterson (MN) Traficant
Diaz-Balart Riley
Lee Rothman
[ 1854

So (two-thirds having voted in favor
thereof) the rules were suspended and
the bill, as amended, was passed.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

Stated for:

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Mr. Speaker, on rollcall
No. 159 | was unavoidably detained. Had |
been present, | would have voted “yea.”

———

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
STEARNS). Pursuant to clause 8 of rule
XX, the Chair will reduce to 5 minutes
the minimum time for electronic vot-
ing on each additional motion to sus-
pend the rules on which the Chair has
postponed further proceedings.

————

SOCIAL SECURITY BENEFIT EN-
HANCEMENTS FOR WOMEN ACT
OF 2002

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
pending business is the question of sus-
pending the rules and passing the bill,
H.R. 4069, as amended.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
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the gentleman from Florida (Mr. SHAW)
that the House suspend the rules and
pass the bill, H.R. 4069, as amended, on
which the yeas and nays are ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 418, nays 0,
not voting 16, as follows:

[Roll No. 160]
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YEAS—418
Abercrombie DeFazio Hoyer
Aderholt DeGette Hulshof
Akin Delahunt Hunter
Allen DeLauro Hyde
Andrews DeLay Inslee
Armey DeMint Isakson
Baca Deutsch Israel
Bachus Dicks Issa
Baird Dingell Istook
Baker Doggett Jackson (IL)
Baldacci Dooley Jackson-Lee
Baldwin Doolittle (TX)
Ballenger Doyle Jefferson
Barcia Dreier Jenkins
Barr Duncan John
Barrett Dunn Johnson (CT)
Bartlett Edwards Johnson (IL)
Barton Ehlers Johnson, E. B.
Bass Ehrlich Johnson, Sam
Becerra Emerson Jones (NC)
Bentsen Engel Jones (OH)
Bereuter English Kanjorski
Berkley Eshoo Kaptur
Berman Etheridge Keller
Berry Evans Kelly
Biggert Everett Kennedy (MN)
Bilirakis Farr Kennedy (RI)
Bishop Fattah Kerns
Blumenauer Ferguson Kildee
Blunt Filner Kilpatrick
Boehlert Flake Kind (WI)
Boehner Fletcher King (NY)
Bonilla Foley Kingston
Bonior Forbes Kirk
Bono Ford Kleczka
Boozman Fossella Knollenberg
Borski Frank Kolbe
Boswell Frelinghuysen Kucinich
Boucher Frost LaFalce
Boyd Gallegly LaHood
Brady (TX) Ganske Lampson
Brown (FL) Gekas Langevin
Brown (OH) Gephardt Lantos
Brown (SC) Gibbons Larsen (WA)
Bryant Gilchrest Larson (CT)
Burr Gillmor Latham
Buyer Gilman LaTourette
Callahan Gonzalez Leach
Calvert Goode Lee
Camp Goodlatte Levin
Cantor Gordon Lewis (CA)
Capito Goss Lewis (GA)
Capps Graham Lewis (KY)
Capuano Granger Linder
Cardin Graves Lipinski
Carson (IN) Green (TX) LoBiondo
Carson (OK) Green (WI) Lofgren
Castle Greenwood Lowey
Chabot Grucci Lucas (KY)
Chambliss Gutierrez Lucas (OK)
Clay Gutknecht Luther
Clayton Hall (OH) Lynch
Clement Hall (TX) Maloney (CT)
Clyburn Hansen Maloney (NY)
Coble Harman Manzullo
Collins Hart Markey
Combest Hastings (FL) Matheson
Condit Hastings (WA) Matsui
Conyers Hayes McCarthy (MO)
Cooksey Hayworth McCarthy (NY)
Costello Hefley McCollum
Cox Herger McCrery
Coyne Hill McDermott
Cramer Hilleary McGovern
Crane Hilliard McHugh
Crenshaw Hinchey MecInnis
Crowley Hinojosa McKeon
Cubin Hobson McKinney
Culberson Hoeffel McNulty
Cummings Hoekstra Meehan
Cunningham Holden Meek (FL)
Davis (CA) Holt Meeks (NY)
Davis (FL) Honda Menendez
Davis (IL) Hooley Mica
Davis, Jo Ann Horn Millender-
Davis, Tom Hostettler McDonald
Deal Houghton Miller, Dan

Miller, Gary Reyes Strickland
Miller, George Reynolds Stump
Miller, Jeff Rivers Stupak
Mink Rodriguez Sullivan
Mollohan Roemer Sununu
Moore Rogers (KY) Tancredo
Moran (KS) Rogers (MI) Tanner
Moran (VA) Rohrabacher Tauscher
Morella Ros-Lehtinen Tauzin
Myrick Ross Taylor (MS)
Nadler Roukema Taylor (NC)
Napolitano Roybal-Allard Thomas
Neal Royce Thompson (CA)
Nethercutt Rush Thompson (MS)
Ney Ryan (WI) Thornberry
Northup Ryun (KS) Thune
Norwood Sabo Thurman
Nussle Sanchez Tiahrt
Oberstar Sanders Tiberi
Obey Sandlin Tierney
Olver Sawyer Toomey
Ortiz Saxton Towns
Osborne Schakowsky Turner
Ose Schiff Udall (CO)
Otter Schrock Udall (NM)
Owens Scott Upton
Oxley Sensenbrenner Velazquez
Pallone Serrano Visclosky
Pascrell Sessions Vitter
Pastor Shadegg Walden
Paul Shaw Walsh
Pelosi Shays Wamp
Pence Sherman Waters
Peterson (MN) Sherwood Watkins (OK)
Peterson (PA) Shimkus Watson (CA)
Petri Shows Watt (NC)
Phelps Shuster Watts (OK)
Pickering Simmons Waxman
Pitts Simpson Weiner
Platts Skeen Weldon (FL)
Pombo Skelton Weldon (PA)
Pomeroy Slaughter Weller
Portman Smith (MI) Wexler
Price (NC) Smith (NJ) Whitfield
Pryce (OH) Smith (TX) Wicker
Putnam Smith (WA) Wilson (NM)
Quinn Snyder Wilson (SC)
Radanovich Solis Wolf
Rahall Souder Woolsey
Ramstad Spratt Wu
Rangel Stark Wynn
Regula Stearns Young (AK)
Rehberg Stenholm Young (FL)

NOT VOTING—16
Ackerman Mascara Schaffer
Blagojevich McIntyre Sweeney
Brady (PA) Murtha Terry
Burton Payne Traficant
Cannon Riley
Diaz-Balart Rothman
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So (two-thirds having voted in favor
thereof) the rules were suspended and
the bill, as amended, was passed.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

The title of the bill was amended so
as to read: ‘“To amend title II of the
Social Security Act to provide for mis-
cellaneous enhancements in Social Se-
curity benefits, and for other pur-
poses.”’.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

Stated for:

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Mr. Speaker, on rollcall
No. 160 | was unavoidably detained. Had |
been present, | would have voted “yea.”

———

REMOVAL OF NAME OF MEMBER
AS COSPONSOR OF H.R. 3321

Mr. GRAVES. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to remove my
name as a cosponsor of H.R. 3321.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LAHoOOD). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Missouri?

There was no objection.
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8, rule XX, the pending
business is the question of agreeing to
the Speaker’s approval of the Journal
of the last day’s proceedings.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. GRAVES. Mr. Speaker, I demand
a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
will be a 5-minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 371, noes 40,
answered ‘‘present’ 1, not voting 22, as
follows:

This

[Roll No. 161]

AYES—371
Abercrombie Davis (CA) Herger
AKin Davis (FL) Hill
Allen Davis (IL) Hilleary
Andrews Davis, Jo Ann Hinchey
Armey Davis, Tom Hinojosa
Baca Deal Hobson
Bachus DeGette Hoeffel
Baker Delahunt Hoekstra
Baldacci DeLauro Holden
Ballenger DeLay Holt
Barcia DeMint Honda
Barr Deutsch Hooley
Barrett Diaz-Balart Horn
Bartlett Dingell Hostettler
Barton Doggett Houghton
Bass Dooley Hoyer
Becerra Doolittle Hulshof
Bentsen Doyle Hunter
Bereuter Dreier Hyde
Berkley Duncan Inslee
Berman Dunn Isakson
Berry Edwards Israel
Biggert Ehlers Issa
Bilirakis Ehrlich Istook
Bishop Emerson Jackson (IL)
Blumenauer Engel Jackson-Lee
Blunt Eshoo (TX)
Boehlert Etheridge Jefferson
Boehner Evans Jenkins
Bonilla Everett John
Bonior Farr Johnson (CT)
Bono Ferguson Johnson (IL)
Boozman Flake Johnson, E. B.
Boswell Fletcher Johnson, Sam
Boucher Foley Jones (NC)
Boyd Forbes Jones (OH)
Brady (TX) Ford Kanjorski
Brown (FL) Fossella Kaptur
Brown (SC) Frank Keller
Bryant Frelinghuysen Kelly
Burr Frost Kennedy (MN)
Buyer Gallegly Kennedy (RI)
Callahan Ganske Kerns
Calvert Gekas Kildee
Camp Gephardt Kilpatrick
Cantor Gibbons Kind (WI)
Capito Gilchrest King (NY)
Capps Gilman Kingston
Cardin Gonzalez Kirk
Carson (IN) Goode Kleczka
Carson (OK) Goodlatte Knollenberg
Castle Gordon Kolbe
Chabot Goss LaFalce
Chambliss Graham LaHood
Clay Granger Langevin
Clayton Graves Lantos
Clement Green (TX) Larson (CT)
Clyburn Green (WI) Latham
Coble Greenwood LaTourette
Collins Grucci Leach
Combest Gutierrez Lee
Conyers Gutknecht Levin
Cooksey Hall (OH) Lewis (CA)
Cox Hall (TX) Lewis (GA)
Coyne Hansen Lewis (KY)
Cramer Harman Linder
Crenshaw Hart Lipinski
Crowley Hastings (FL) Lofgren
Cubin Hastings (WA) Lowey
Culberson Hayes Lucas (KY)
Cummings Hayworth Lucas (OK)
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Luther
Lynch
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Manzullo
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McCrery
McGovern
McHugh
MecInnis
McKeon
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Menendez
Millender-
McDonald
Miller, Dan
Miller, Gary
Miller, Jeff
Mink
Mollohan
Moran (VA)
Morella
Myrick
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal
Nethercutt
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Obey
Ortiz
Osborne
Ose
Otter
Owens
Oxley
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor
Paul
Pelosi
Pence
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Phelps

Aderholt
Baird
Baldwin
Borski
Brown (OH)
Capuano
Condit
Costello
Crane
DeFazio
English
Fattah
Filner
Gillmor

Pickering
Pitts

Platts
Pombo
Pomeroy
Portman
Price (NC)
Pryce (OH)
Putnam
Quinn
Radanovich
Rahall
Rangel
Regula
Reyes
Reynolds
Rivers
Rodriguez
Roemer
Rogers (KY)
Rogers (MI)
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Ross
Rothman
Roukema
Roybal-Allard
Royce

Rush

Ryan (WI)
Ryun (KS)
Sanchez
Sanders
Sandlin
Sawyer
Saxton
Schakowsky
Schiff
Schrock
Scott
Sensenbrenner
Serrano
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw

Shays
Sherman
Sherwood
Shimkus
Shows
Shuster
Simmons
Simpson
Skeen

NOES—40

Hefley
Hilliard
Kucinich
Larsen (WA)
LoBiondo
Markey
Matheson
McDermott
Miller, George
Moore

Moran (KS)
Oberstar
Olver
Peterson (MN)
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Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Solis

Spratt
Stark
Stearns
Stump
Sullivan
Sununu
Tanner
Tauscher
Tauzin
Taylor (NC)
Thomas
Thompson (MS)
Thornberry
Thune
Thurman
Tiahrt
Tiberi
Tierney
Toomey
Turner
Udall (CO)
Upton
Velazquez
Vitter
Walden
Walsh
Wamp
Waters
Watkins (OK)
Watson (CA)
Watt (NC)
Watts (OK)
Waxman
Weiner
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Wexler
Whitfield
Wilson (NM)
Wilson (SC)
Wolf
Woolsey
Wynn
Young (AK)
Young (FL)

Ramstad
Sabo
Stenholm
Strickland
Stupak
Taylor (MS)
Thompson (CA)
Udall (NM)
Visclosky
Weller
Wicker

Wu

ANSWERED “PRESENT”—1

Ackerman
Blagojevich
Brady (PA)
Burton
Cannon
Cunningham
Dicks
Lampson

Tancredo

Mascara
McIntyre
Mica
Murtha
Payne
Rehberg
Riley
Schaffer

0 1915

NOT VOTING—22

Smith (MI)
Souder
Sweeney
Terry
Towns
Traficant

So the Journal was approved.
The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

——————

SPECIAL ORDERS
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.

STEARNS).

Under the Speaker’s an-

nounced policy of January 3, 2001, and
under a previous order of the House,

the following Members will be recog-
nized for 5 minutes each.

————

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. LIPINSKI) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. LIPINSKI addressed the House.
His remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.)

———

SPORTS AGENT RESPONSIBILITY
AND TRUST ACT

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Nebraska (Mr. OSBORNE) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. OSBORNE. Mr. Speaker, recently
the gentleman from Tennessee (Mr.
GORDON) and I joined to introduce the
Sports Agent Responsibility and Trust
Act.

Each year, hundreds of college ath-
letes are offered illegal inducements to
enter into contracts prior to the ex-
haustion of the athletes’ eligibility by

unscrupulous sports agents. Often
these actions result in three major
problems.

Number one, the loss of the athletes’
eligibility. Personally, I experienced
having a player back in the 1980s who
was offered some illegal inducements,
lost his eligibility, and pretty much ru-
ined his career. That same player was
involved with some agents who really
had given illegal inducements to sev-
eral players around the country. They
were eventually indicted on a number
of felonies. They threatened some of
the players with bodily harm. However,
in the State of Nebraska, we lacked the
laws to pursue these agents.

Secondly, there is a financial loss to
the athlete and the school when illegal
agent offers are involved. Again, a per-
sonal note, I had a player back in the
1980s who thought he signed a contract
for giving 3 percent of his proceeds to
the agent, but somewhere buried in the
contract was 13 percent. So he lost
hundreds of thousands of dollars. For-
tunately, that player was able to re-
cover more than $300,000 because the
agent with which he had signed the il-
legal contract had previously come
from the State of California, where
there are laws that govern agents, and
since that agent had not registered
under California law, we were able to
recover $300,000. However, in the State
of Nebraska we could not do this be-
cause Nebraska, again, had no law that
would enable us to prosecute.

Recently, an agent named Tank
Black was sentenced to 5 years in pris-
on for swindling athletes for more than
$12 million, and so we think this is im-
portant. It also allows the schools to
file civil lawsuits against unethical
agents.

Thirdly, another issue that is very
important, a negative perception of
intercollegiate athletics often results
when athletes enter into illegal con-
tracts with agents. So the recent pre-
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vious cases would involve the Univer-
sity of Alabama, University of Louis-
ville, University of California, Univer-
sity of Utah, Texas Southern, Univer-
sity of Miami at Florida, University of
Southern California, Tennessee, Ohio
State, Texas A&M, Florida State and
others, and in each one of these cases
the school really did nothing illegal. It
simply had some players that entered
into illegal negotiations with agents,
and of course, this reflected negatively
on the school.

Currently 17 States in our country,
including my home State of Nebraska,
have no regulations governing sports
agents. The legislation that we are pro-
posing provides a uniform Federal
backstop that applies to all States.
This bill does not supersede State law.
It simply aids and abets those States
that do have regulations governing
sports agents.

This act brings sports agents under
the jurisdiction of the Federal Trade
Commission, which provides for a fine
of $11,000 per day per event. State laws
cannot cross State borders. So until all
50 States adopt uniform standards
there is not uniformity in the law regu-
lating sports agents.

The Sports Agent Responsibility Act
provides a separate Federal remedy for
States Attorneys General to prosecute
sports agents who attempt to exploit
student athletes across State lines.

I urge my colleagues to join the gen-
tleman from Tennessee (Mr. GORDON)
and me as we try to protect intercolle-
giate athletics from unscrupulous
sports agents.

——————

CUBA’S DEVELOPMENT OF
BIOLOGICAL WEAPONS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from New Jersey (Mr. PALLONE)
is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to draw attention to a recent
statement by the Bush administration
confirming Cuba’s development of a bi-
ological warfare program and the pos-
sible transfer of this knowledge to
other rogue nations.

Mr. Speaker, Cuba is designated by
the State Department as one of seven
nations who sponsor international ter-
rorism. However, since the collapse of
the Soviet Union many Americans
make the mistake of believing that
Cuba is no longer a threat to our na-
tional security.

Recent votes here in the House have
reflected this shift in public percep-
tion. Just 3 weeks ago we voted on a
motion to instruct conferees on the
farm bill to include a provision that
would lift part of the trade embargo to
allow for public financing of agricul-
tural trade with Cuba. I opposed this
motion because I feel that it is short-
sighted to 1lift economic sanctions
when the Cuban government has done
little to prove their worthiness of an
economic partnership with the United
States.
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In fact, Mr. Speaker, Fidel Castro
shows only his open hostility to the
United States by pursuing biological
warfare research. He has what are con-
sidered to be the most sophisticated
biomedical capabilities in Latin Amer-
ica. Cuba stands as one of the few de-
veloping nations who plays a signifi-
cant role in drug and biotechnology ac-
tivities.

Mr. Speaker, there is evidence that
Cuba is experimenting with anthrax, as
well as a number of other deadly patho-
gens. Some experts believe that Cuba is
even capable of making genetically
modified germ weapons that are able to
defeat vaccines and antibiotics.

Unfortunately, the possibility that a
rogue nation only 90 miles from our
shores is producing biological weapons
is not the worst of our problems. Mr.
Speaker, intelligence officials have evi-
dence that Cuba may be selling its bio-
terrorist knowledge to other nations
hostile to the United States.

Last year, Castro visited Iran, Syria
and Libya, three nations that occupy
spots on the State Department’s ter-
rorism list, along with Cuba and three
nations that are currently attempting
to develop weapons of mass destruc-
tion. During his visit to Tehran Uni-
versity, Castro stated that together
Iran and Cuba could ‘‘bring America to
its knees.”” An unnerving thought when
we consider that Cuba is closer to the
United States mainland than Wash-
ington, D.C., is to my home in New Jer-
sey.

Mr. Speaker, it is time that we put
the debate about Cuba and the Castro
regime into the proper perspective for
the American people. Too often people
are only willing to see the economic
benefit of trade with Cuba and lifting
the trade embargoes. They do not un-
derstand that by lifting the embargo,
without agreements by Castro to stop
biological weapons production and
without commitments on human rights
or civil liberties, that we are giving
Castro exactly what he wants.

Mr. Speaker, it is time we see Castro
and his regime for what they really
are, a continued threat to the security
of the United States.

——
RURAL TANF

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from North Carolina (Mrs.
CLAYTON) is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mrs. CLAYTON. Mr. Speaker, tomor-
row this body will take up the reau-
thorization of the 1996 welfare law.
Much has been said about this bill and
no doubt debate will go on for some
time. However, remarkably little has
been said about one aspect of it, the
rural aspect.

It will not be surprising to Members
of this body that there is a difference
between urban and rural areas. In fact,
let me just tell my colleagues, 237 out
of the 250 poorest counties in the
United States in 1998 were nonmetro-
politan, and that persists today.
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One-half of rural American children
and female heads of household live in
poverty. Rural workers are nearly
twice as likely to earn the minimum
wage and 40 percent less likely to move
out of low wage, entry level positions.
Six out of 10 rural people in poverty do
not own a car. The rural urban earning
gap persists and actually has widened
through the latter part of the 1990s.
There is a gap of 73 to 70 percent.

Mr. Speaker, as we look at making
work an essential part of the welfare
effort, and I believe that work should
be, in fact I think work is very honor-
able and we should encourage everyone
to find the satisfaction as well as the
responsibility of doing something that
is valuable to themselves but also will
have income, but the reality is this:
Labor markets in rural areas are often
very limited. There is a high unem-
ployment rate in rural areas because
the opportunities are not there.

So if we are indeed encouraging that
more people should work, we need to
then speak to putting in the infrastruc-
ture for training, jobs, day care and
transportation, particularly those
areas in the Mississippi Delta, the Ap-
palachia and the Lower Rio Grande
Valley and in Indian Country. It is in
240 of those 250 counties I talked about.
So there are 240 counties in this coun-
try, the poorest counties, indeed will
have difficulty finding jobs, maintain-
ing the same work they had 3 years
ago. Their unemployment indeed has
gone up and the job opportunities have
gone down.

The third exemption from time lim-
its for counties with high rates of un-
employment failed, let me say that
again, failed to address the problem
adequately in more rural areas. Official
unemployment statistics underesti-
mate the true rate of unemployment.
There are many discouraged workers
with few opportunities that do not
even bother to go to the unemployment
office or go seeking assistance because
they know there are so little job oppor-
tunities. They know jobs do not exist,
and therefore they do not even bother.

So if we use the known statistical
data, that in itself is false, but also
what we do know is that there is a lack
of opportunity, and if indeed we wanted
to find how States were responding to
that, I have just submitted an amend-
ment to the Rules Committee they
ought to have to require each State
governor to say to the Secretary in
their plan how they propose to ensure
there are job opportunities or if there
are work opportunities, training oppor-
tunities, are there day care opportuni-
ties, transportation. All of that means
new resources. So if we are not making
any differential in adding new re-
sources to rural areas, we are putting
the governors in the States throughout
the United States, putting them in a
decisive difficult fiscal position, and we
should ask them how they propose to
meet that obligation that they are
given.

So, in fact, in some rural areas the
true unemployment is double. For ex-
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ample, the official unemployment rate
of Indian reservations often are 20 and
30 percent. However, according to the
Department of Labor, it is sometimes
higher than that, and yet we are re-
quiring that individuals in those com-
munities will have the same rate for
the very poor.

Therefore, provisions of the legisla-
tion that are based on the official sta-
tistical data of unemployment is a
false premise in order to give the gov-
ernors the response to make a way. We
need to find other ways of speaking to
that.

So there needs to be a recognition,
Mr. Speaker, that child care that is so
essential for mothers to leave their
children and go to work, that is not
available in rural areas. Unless we are
willing to provide for education and
training, transportation, day care, the
rural community will not be able to re-
spond to the citizens who need that
help, and the current proposal that is
before this House has nothing in there.
In fact, I will be asking for unanimous
consent that we add that provision to
the bill on the floor.

———

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Maryland (Mr. CUMMINGS)
is recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. CUMMINGS addressed the
House. His remarks will appear here-
after in the Extensions of Remarks.)

———

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Hawaii (Mrs. MINK) is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

(Mrs. MINK addressed the House. Her
remarks will appear hereafter in the
Extensions of Remarks.)

———
RAISING THE DEBT LIMIT

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 3, 2001, the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. STENHOLM) is recognized for 60
minutes as the designee of the minor-
ity leader.

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Speaker, to-
night we want to come again before the
body and talk about raising the debt
limit.

J 1930

It is fascinating, having been around
this place for now almost 23 years, to
hear and to see how various Members
of this body react to certain situations
that come up, depending on whether
they are in the minority or in the ma-
jority. And there is no question that we
have a serious problem facing our Na-
tion coming up beginning this week,
and then about June 28 it becomes of
crisis proportion. Treasury Secretary
Paul O’Neill has formally requested
Congress to increase the statutory
limit on the publicly held debt by $750
billion, and that is billion with a ‘‘b,”
up from the current level of $5.95 tril-
lion to $6.7 trillion.
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Just today, Secretary O’Neill wrote
the Congress again telling us that he
will use up our borrowing authority by
the end of this week and that we will
have to begin juggling with the books
in order to avoid a default, and by the
end of June, at the latest, he will run
out of maneuvers.

Last week, the Congressional Budget
Office issued a report indicating that
revenues are coming in much lower
than expected and the deficit will be
much higher than they projected ear-
lier this year. It is likely we will bor-
row the entire Social Security trust
fund and then some and still have a
deficit of over $150 billion this year.

The need for an increase in the debt
limit of the magnitude requested by
the administration cannot be explained
by the economy and cost of the war.
The administration projects that under
the President’s budget policies the na-
tional debt will be roughly $2.75 trillion
more debt than was projected at the
beginning of last year, before the Presi-
dent’s budget policies and this body en-
acted them. The cost of the war and
the downturn in the economy explain
roughly $800 billion of that increase in
projected debt, which leaves nearly $1.9
trillion more debt than was projected a
year ago that is not explained by
spending on the war on terrorism or
the economic downturn.

In fact, the administration acknowl-
edged prior to September 11 that the
debt limit would need to be raised
much earlier than it projected when
the President submitted his initial
budget proposal in January. Last Au-
gust, the administration indicated that
it expected that the debt limit would
have to be increased in 2003, 5 years
earlier than they projected when the
budget was submitted. Well, a year
ago, the administration indicated that
we would not need to raise the debt
limit for 7 years and actually claimed
that there was a danger that the gov-
ernment would actually pay off the
debt held by the public too quickly.

The Blue Dogs warned about the dan-
ger of making long-term commitments
for tax cuts or new spending programs
based on projected surpluses and pro-
posed setting aside half of the on-budg-
et surplus for a cushion to protect
against unforeseen changes. In fact, we
supported a budget here about a year
ago that would have been much more
conservative than the budget that
passed and was signed into law; but we,
being in the minority, lost.

It is interesting when one listens to
the leadership of this body, and here
let me give a little quote. When Presi-
dent Clinton asked for a new bill to in-
crease the debt limit, the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. ARMEY), now the ma-
jority leader of this body, said: ‘“He
will get it, but with conditions.” That
was January 23, 1996. The same major-
ity leader of this body, responding on
April 9, called the debate over raising
the debt limit ‘“‘an academic question”
and described the whole idea of a debt
ceiling as ‘‘political.” He said, ‘“My
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recommendation is to take the Presi-
dent’s number and move it. Whatever
number that is, I don’t care.” On Janu-
ary 23, 1996, the majority leader said,
‘““‘House Republicans insist that any in-
crease in the debt limit must be tied to
substantial concessions by the White
House in talks over balancing the Fed-
eral budget.” On April 10, 2002, the
same majority leader of this body said,
““Congress and the House of Represent-
atives should quickly approve Presi-
dent Bush’s request for a $750 billion
increase in the on’s borrowing author-
ity.”

Now, I agreed with Majority Leader
Armey 6 years ago when there was a
Democrat in the White House that was
not putting forward a plan that would
bring us into balance as quickly as we
needed to. I agreed with the majority
leader then, but I disagree with him to-
night; and I disagree with the leader-
ship of this body in refusing to put for-
ward a plan to get us back on a bal-
anced budget for our country.

That is what the Blue Dogs wrote the
Speaker of the House, the gentleman
from Illinois (Mr. HASTERT), last Fri-
day. The leadership of our Blue Dogs
sent a letter to Speaker HASTERT in
which we offered in good faith to work
with our colleagues on the other side of
the aisle to put together a blueprint, a
new budget, if you please, that would
get us back on a path of balancing our
budget and getting out of the Social
Security trust funds.

Now, I do not know why the leader-
ship of this House has suddenly taken
such a turn that we have seen taken
over the last several years in which
very seldom are ideas from this side of
the aisle ever taken into serious con-
sideration. Just last Thursday, we had
the defense authorization bill on this
floor, supported tremendously in a bi-
partisan way, as they always are. But
we had a situation there that I do not
recall seeing in previous years, in
which Members on this side of the aisle
had amendments but were denied the
opportunity to have their amendment
taken up and voted on on the floor of
the House.

My colleague who will join me in just
a moment, the gentleman from Mis-
sissippi (Mr. TAYLOR), had a couple of
not unreasonable amendments. He felt
very strongly that this body, the Con-
gress, and the House of Representatives
in particular, should have had an op-
portunity to debate whether or not we
are going to have a new base closing
commission. Not an unreasonable re-
quest. We had amendments that were
allowed that had 10 minutes, 20 min-
utes; but the gentleman from Mis-
sissippi was denied. He exercised his
right to express himself, and I hope the
leadership of this body listened to what
the gentleman was saying last Thurs-
day.

What the gentleman was saying is,
this body, the House of Representa-
tives, has been the envy of most of the
rest of the world since our very cre-
ation, in which individuals have the
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right and the opportunity to bring up
their ideas and have them discussed on
the floor of the House and voted upon.
What is so unusual about that and
what is it that seems now that in most
cases we do not have the kind of com-
mittee hearings, we do not have a rule
that allows various Members to express
themselves on this floor?

Well, tonight, we take this hour to
talk about our willingness on this side
of the aisle to work with our col-
leagues, if there are any on the other
side that are interested, in restoring
fiscal sovereignty, fiscal strength to
the budget of the United States of
America. We say this and we are pre-
pared to offer some suggestions. In
fact, it is interesting, there are very
few of these suggestions that are new.
They have all been tried. It matters
not which side of the aisle. So this is
what we want to talk about tonight.

We would like to see, before we vote
to increase how much money our coun-
try can borrow, we would like to see a
new plan, because the current plan is
now telling us that we will have defi-
cits as far as the eye can see. And as
one Member who has spent a good part
of the last 6 years trying to work in a
bipartisan way, in a bicameral way on
Social Security reform, it pains me
quite a bit to see that we cannot even
bring that subject up and talk about it.
I hope that changes also.

Tonight we just want to again renew
our offer, our plea to the majority of
this body that before we increase our
debt ceiling, let us take another look
at the budget plan that we are oper-
ating under. If my colleagues on the
other side want votes on our side, we
have already said we will give those
votes to increase the debt ceiling, but
not $750 billion with a blank check.

We are perfectly willing to give an
increase in the debt ceiling that will
get us to September 30 of this year. Let
us wait and see how the CBO reesti-
mates the spending and the revenue
that are going to be coming in; and
then let us take that new estimate and
when we come back in September, let
us pass a new budget, one of the better
things we could do for the economy of
this country.

And in so doing, then we would be
prepared to offer another short-term
debt ceiling increase to get us to next
April or May. Again, let the new Con-
gress come back, the new Congress
that will be elected in November, and
let us see what our economy is doing
come January and a new round of
budget discussions and budget debates.
It seems to us that that makes sense.
But it seems to the other side of the
aisle that, no, we passed a budget last
year, and we are going to stay with it
no matter what.

The budget that was passed last year
assumed 100 percent of the projected
surplus and left no margin for error.
We put ourselves on a course to run up
our debt. Now that circumstances have
changed, the projected surpluses have
disappeared. And while we agree that
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the unforeseen war on terrorism and
economic downturn have had an im-
pact on the budget in the short term,
we do not believe that these events
should be used to justify a return to
chronic, long-term deficits or hide a
$750 billion increase in the debt ceiling.

The leadership of this body has indi-
cated that they plan to slip language
into the supplemental appropriation
bill that will allow them to hide an in-
crease in the debt limit in an omnibus
conference report without any debate
or vote. We do not believe that we
should use a spending bill to fight the
war on terrorism to hide or justify a
long-term $750 billion increase in the
debt ceiling absent a plan to improve
our long-term fiscal position.

Members on the other side were very
willing to stand up and take credit
when we were passing legislation that
put us into the situation we face today
and made an increase in the debt limit
necessary. They should be willing to
stand up and be counted now that it
has come time to pay the bills by rais-
ing the debt limit.

We need a plan. Before Congress
votes to raise the debt ceiling by $750
billion, the President must work with
Congress to put the fiscal house back
in order, just as a family facing finan-
cial problems must work with a bank
to establish a financial plan in order to
get approval to refinance their debts.
We will not vote to approve an increase
in the debt limit to allow the govern-
ment to continue on the current course
of deficits as far as the eye can see.

Let me quote another leader of our
House, my fellow colleague, the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. DELAY), when
he said, ‘“We said from the beginning of
this Congress that we want to nego-
tiate with the President. But we can-
not negotiate with a President that
does not want to balance the budget.
We do not want to negotiate over
whether to balance the budget or not,
we want him to submit a budget that
balances by CBO, which he called for.
We will negotiate with him in the pa-
rameters of a balanced budget and ne-
gotiate over the priorities within that
balanced budget. But if the President
cannot submit one, how do we nego-
tiate apples with oranges? You know,
the saying goes, if at first you do not
succeed try, try again.”

Here again, this is one Member that
agreed with the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. DELAY) back when he was talking
to a different President. We agree to-
night. And I do not believe that we
should have a confrontation with this
White House over this matter. I think
the confrontation is right here within
the House of Representatives. And that
is what the Blue Dogs are offering
again, the willingness to work with our
friends on the other side of the aisle to
come up with a new budget plan that
does get us back into balance.

0 1945

Mr. Speaker, with those opening re-
marks I turn to the gentleman from
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Mississippi (Mr. TAYLOR) and yield to
him to continue this discussion.

Mr. TAYLOR of Mississippi. Mr.
Speaker, I am sure the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. STENHOLM) will note that in
the 6 years that our Republican col-
leagues have controlled the House, de-
spite the talk of desiring a balanced
budget, they have scheduled but one
vote on a balanced budget amendment.
I regret to say they are not as serious
about a balanced budget as they prom-
ised the American people. But then
again, they make a lot of promises that
they do not keep.

I remember this one in particular. I
remember flying up from my district in
1995 around Christmas when there was
a government shutdown going on. The
children of folks who had a mom or dad
in a veterans’ hospital were concerned.
People in the shipping business wanted
to know if the channels were going to
get dredged. Americans were worried
about illegal immigration and if the
staff of a veterans’ hospital were going
to show up. There were a lot of con-
cerns about shutting down the govern-
ment.

One of the ways that the Republican
leadership tried to mislead the Amer-
ican public that everything was fine,
they ran this ad. This is Haley
Barbour, the former head of the Repub-
lican National Party, a fellow Mis-
sissippian. It starts off, heard the one
about the Republicans cutting Medi-
care, and he is holding a check for a
million dollars, your name here.

It says, the fact is the Republicans
are increasing Medicare spending by
more than half. I am Haley Barbour,
and I am so sure of that fact that I am
willing to give you this check for a
million bucks if you can prove me
wrong. Sounds simple, right?

So here is the challenge. Here is why
you have no chance for the million dol-
lars, and it is a form to be filled out. It
says, ‘“The Republican National Com-
mittee will present a cashier’s check
for $1 million to the first American
who can prove the following statement
is false: In November, 1995, U.S. House
and Senate passed a balanced budget
bill. It increases total Federal spending
on Medicare by more than 50 percent
from 1995 to 2002 pursuant to the Con-
gressional Budget Office standards.”
Responses must be postmarked by De-
cember 20, 1995.

I guess I am one budget wonk, I do
follow these things, and I knew from
the minute that he printed that ad,
that it was a lie. You see, the budget
that passed in 1995 was projected to be
$200 billion in deficits; and let us re-
member, we are not talking a small
amount of money. A lot of Americans
pay $1,000 a month on their house or
rent note. If you made that payment
1,000 times, you have spent a million
dollars. If you made that payment a
thousand more times, you have then
spent a billion dollars. The budget that
he is calling balanced was $200 billion
in deficit.

So I called the Congressional Budget
Office, and I got a copy of their budget
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projections; and I went over to the Re-
publican National Committee and left
a letter for Mr. Barbour saying you
have misled the American people. As a
matter of fact, it is false, and I would
like the million dollars. And since I
used my office to do this research, I do
not think it would be fair for me to
keep the money, so I am going to give
it to the University of Southern Mis-
sissippi to train people to be better
mathematicians than you are. That
was in December of 1995.

At the time Mr. Barbour said this,
our Nation was $4.973 trillion in debt,
but he promised the American people
to have passed a balanced budget bill.
At the end of that year, their budget
added $250 billion to the deficit. A year
later, $190 billion more. A year later,
$113 billion more. A year later, $146 bil-
lion more; all of the way up to year
2000, another $20 billion.

What particularly irks me is after
answering Mr. Barbour’s challenge, and
about 80 other folks around the coun-
try did so, the Republican National
Committee, instead of saying gee, we
misled you or maybe admitting they
made a mistake, they sued us. I had to
hire a lawyer to defend myself for fill-
ing out their form. The case is still
now in court, interestingly enough.
But Mr. Barbour, not only did you not
balance the budget, but since the pas-
sage of that bill, we have added over $1
trillion to the national debt.

See, like the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. STENHOLM), I was appalled when a
year ago a lot of my colleagues, the
Speaker of the House, the majority
leader, the majority whip were running
around saying Washington is awash in
money, huge surpluses as far as the eye
can see. We do not know what to do
with the money; therefore, we have to
pass these tax cuts.

When the President said that a year
ago right mnow, our Nation was
$5,661,347,798,002.656 in debt. Since the
passage of the tax cuts, the debt has in-
creased by $323 billion. For those fol-
lowing this debate, I am going to do
something a little different than what
the Speaker or the majority leader and
the President of the United States did.
I am going to ask Americans to check
my numbers. They are available to
every American at
www.publicdebt.treas.gov/, and see for
yourself just how broke America is.

What is particularly galling, for
those with teenagers who have a job,
and who look on their pay stub and
say, What is this FICA?, that is your
Social Security taxes; and they are
taken with the solemn promise that
they are to be spent on nothing but So-
cial Security.

If we could find the mythical lockbox
that a lot of presidential candidates
talked about, and opened it up, all that
would be there is an IOU for $1.260 tril-
lion.

Further down on the pay stub we see
money is deducted for the Federal
health insurance program, Medicare. In
that lockbox all we would find is $263
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billion is owed. The money has been
spent on other things.

If you work for the Department of
Defense and wanted to find their so-
called lockbox, $167 billion is owed to
it. The Civil Service Retirement Fund,
a lot of people work for our Nation,
border agents, people in the Customs
Department, Coast Guard, $527 billion
is owed to their trust fund right now.

Mr. Speaker, you have been the
Speaker for almost 4 years. You come
from the party that claims to be for
fiscal responsibility. Yet in the 4 years
you have been Speaker, you have not
scheduled one vote on a balanced budg-
et amendment to the Constitution of
the United States. Almost every city
has that.

When I was a city councilman down
in Bay St. Louis, Mississippi, I remem-
ber the city attorney telling me next
month we are going to put together the
budget and it has to balance. If it does
not balance, you and other council
members are personally liable for the
difference between what is collected in
taxes and what is spent. I can assure
Members, we balanced the budget.

A couple of years later I was elected
to the State senate. Mississippi has a
balanced budget amendment to its con-
stitution. Again we were informed that
if we spent more money than we col-
lected in taxes, that we could be
thrown out of office. Those are good
rules. They are very good rules because
it prevents this kind of nonsense from
happening.

What is particularly distressing
about this $5.984 trillion debt that the
President wants to raise by another
$750 billion, if the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. STENHOLM) were on this
floor on January 1, 1980, that number
would have been less than $1 trillion.
What is particularly disturbing is that
the children of the greatest generation,
if they do not change the way they are
doing things, could be remembered as
the worst generation. I do believe that
my parents’ generation was the best.
They survived the Great Depression,
got us through World War II, Korea,
Vietnam, built the highway systems,
the Intercoastal Waterway; and they
did it all for less than $1 trillion in
debt. As a matter of fact, if we went all
of the way from the time George Wash-
ington became President until Ronald
Reagan became President, our Nation
was less than $1 trillion in debt. Now
20-something years later, we are al-
most $6 trillion in debt, and yet we
cannot have a vote on a balanced budg-
et amendment to the Constitution.

Mr. Speaker, I know you are a busy
man, and I know the time on this floor
is very busy. But you know what,
today you scheduled a vote on the Nu-
tria Eradication Act, and it is impor-
tant to protect the marshland on the
Chesapeake, it is important to those
folks, and I know that they are doing a
lot of damage to the marsh; but you
scheduled 40 minutes of debate on the
Nutria Eradication Act, and yet we
cannot have a vote on a balanced budg-
et amendment to the Constitution.
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You scheduled another vote on con-
cessions maintenance and wildlife ref-
uge repair, and wildlife refuges are
very important to a lot of Americans
and seeing that they are properly
maintained is important. You sched-
uled 40 minutes of debate on that, and
yet you cannot find time to have a de-
bate on a balanced budget amendment
to the Constitution of the United
States.

We found time to talk about the
Waco Mammoth Site Area Study. They
want to see whether or not they want
to put a park there. You scheduled 40
minutes of debate, yet you cannot find
time to have a debate on a balanced
budget amendment to the Constitution
of the United States.

As a matter of fact, you found time
for all of those things, yet you did not
have time to let this body decide
whether or not we wanted to vote to
kill the whole base closure process.

I particularly think base closures is a
particularly dumb idea. It is not saving
the taxpayers a dime; it puts a heck of
a lot of people out of work. It has lost
us vital defense installations like Cecil
Field outside of Jacksonville, Florida.
Three 8,000-foot runways, another
10,000-foot runway. Right now our mili-
tary is looking for a place to put the
new Joint Strike Fighter, they are
looking for a place to put the F-18 E
and F's, and they are going to spend bil-
lions of tax dollars to build a brand
new field for them when Cecil Field
would have been a perfect match. The
problem is that a previous round of
base closures closed Cecil Field, and we
gave the property away.

That was not done just once or twice;
it was done over a hundred times
around the United States of America.
Places like the Presidio in San Fran-
cisco, given away. Places like Gov-
ernor’s Island off New York City, just a
month ago the President gave it away.
I was stationed on that island. It is
probably worth half a billion dollars.
The President gave it away.

Time after time, the so-called sav-
ings of BRAC were not; but there was
one thing they did not tell the Amer-
ican public, before they gave these
properties away, they had to clean
them up. And we spent over $13 billion
of money to clean up bases that were
given away so that the local govern-
ments could do what they wanted with
them. In many instances, they sold
them, and their city reaps a profit.

Mr. Speaker, you find time for a lot
of fund-raisers and charitable events,
and that I applaud. I would hope in the
time remaining when you are Speaker,
and you are guaranteed to be Speaker
until December 31, that you would find
time for this House to vote on a bal-
anced budget amendment to the Con-
stitution so this generation can start
digging itself out of the label of being
the worst generation.

There is not one parent in America
who would walk into the local Cadillac
or BMW dealership and say, I want the
most expensive car on the lot, and you
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can bill my b-year-old 20 years from
now when they are working, and let
them pay the interest on it, too. There
is not one American who would say 1
want the most expensive house in the
county, I do not care what it costs be-
cause I have a 4-year-old grandchild,
let them pay for it. But that is pre-
cisely what this generation of Ameri-
cans is doing by running up $56 trillion
worth of debt in the past 22 years.
There is no end in sight.

Mr. Speaker, if you care about kids
and grandkids, if you really care about
the future of this country that so many
other Americans sacrificed their lives
for, why not schedule a vote to see that
it is here for our kids and grandkids?
What is so terrible is not only owing
that money, but until it is paid off,
every single day, $1 billion of the tax-
payers’ money is squandered on inter-
est on that debt; and one-third of that
interest is owned to German and Japa-
nese lending institutions.

If the thought of two lending institu-
tions of two foreign countries owning
one-third of the American debt and
being in a position to wreck our econ-
omy anytime they want, if that does
not frighten the gentleman, I am sorry.
It does frighten me.

I applaud the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. STENHOLM) and the Blue Dogs for
writing the Speaker and asking for a
vote on a balanced budget amendment.

Mr. Speaker, I am putting you on no-
tice right now: I will not vote to raise
the debt. Enough is enough.

O 2000

Mr. STENHOLM. I thank my col-
league for that historic lesson there. I
happened to remember one of the
happiest days in my legislative career
here in this body was in 1995 when
Speaker Newt Gingrich did schedule a
vote on the balanced budget constitu-
tional amendment and it passed with
the required two-thirds vote. I remem-
ber one of the saddest days standing in
the back of the Senate a few weeks
later and watching it lose by one vote.
If it had passed the Senate at that
time, we could not have passed the
budget last year that we passed and we
would not be here tonight talking
about asking for a new plan, or increas-
ing the debt ceiling.

You could have borrowed money to
fight the war. That is totally permis-
sible. Emergency. But you could not
borrow the money, $750 billion, to give
this generation a tax cut with our chil-
dren and grandchildren’s money. You
could not do that, any more than State
and local governments could who have
to operate under a constitutional re-
quirement.

That is what we are here tonight to
talk about, and lest we get into what I
understand happened last week when
our colleagues were here and the next
speaker came up and started
lambasting the farm bill because it
spends too much and, therefore, it too
is contributing to the problems that we
have with our debt ceiling. Criticism
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has arisen that Congress has passed a
budget-buster farm bill. Yet Congress
has been passing ad hoc emergency as-
sistance legislation for the last 4 years
because direct payments to support
farm income were fixed and did not in-
crease when farm incomes fell. Ad hoc
assistance has totaled $28 billion on ag-
ricultural programs, $36 billion when
you include nutrition programs. I can
show you CBO’s estimates of the bill
that passed and the President signed
yesterday that shows that we will
spend less dollars of our taxpayer dol-
lars each year beginning this year,
2002, and each year through 2011 under
the bill that the President signed yes-
terday. That is less dollars. That is not
inflation increases. That is less dollars.
Since farm prices declined in 1998, farm
program spending has averaged $24 bil-
lion per year. We will be below $19.5 bil-
lion in each year projected currently
under the farm bill that passed.

Many will say that is too much
money to be spent. On that we can
argue. We can argue that, yes, it is too
much money to be spent, but not if you
live in farm country, not if you have
been experiencing prices received at
the marketplace that approximate De-
pression-era prices. Does this farm bill
solve all of that? No, it does not. But
one thing it does do, it gives predict-
ability to our farmers and gives us an
opportunity to answer the long-term
problem, one of which I hope the Sen-
ate will soon do, and that is pass trade
promotional authority so our President
and his representatives can sit down
and begin negotiating away the tre-
mendous amount of subsidies that are
present in the world today, including
our own.

The spending for this bill the Presi-
dent signed yesterday was approved in
the congressional budget passed in 2001
that contained the $1.6 trillion tax cut.
The spending for the ag bill was in the
same budget. Congress has stayed with-
in this budget in passing the bill. New
estimates have shown both the cost of
the legislation increasing $9.3 billion
and the cost of current farm programs
increasing $8.3 billion. These estimates
are part of the same economic changes
that have contributed to the surpluses
of 2001 becoming the deficits of 2002.

I do not stand here tonight to say we
shut our eyes to any part of the budget.
The farm bill we passed last week fit
within the budget resolution we passed
last year. It is not fair to single out ag-
riculture for being a budget buster
when we complied with the budget res-
olution if we are not willing to revisit
all other tax and spending items that
were included in the budget resolution.

That is why we have come here to
argue that we need a new budget reso-
lution that responds to the changes in
the budget outlook which looks at the
entire budget.

We on the Committee on Agriculture
are prepared to do our share in making
tough choices to reduce spending on
our programs if it is part of a com-
prehensive plan that puts everything
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on the table and makes tough choices
across the board.

This seems to escape a lot of people.
There are those that believe we should
not spend one penny in subsidizing our
farmers. They completely ignore what
is happening out there in the world.
When other countries have the advan-
tage of a weak currency compared to
our strong dollar, I do not care whether
you are producing cotton, wheat, corn,
sugar, widgets, airplanes, you name it,
it is very difficult to compete when we
have as strong a dollar as we have and
other countries have weak currency.
That is a temporary phenomenon. It
was kind of like seemingly that our in-
come, our tax incomes were going to go
up as far as the eye could see because
we have come through a very, very
good period of economic growth. The
1990s were unprecedented in economic
expansion and growth in this country.
Some believed, I guess, that it would
continue to operate that way, but then,
lo and behold, the stock markets quit
going up and started coming down and
tax revenues came down and it should
not have taken a nuclear physicist to
figure that out. But from the stand-
point of agriculture we are still out
there competing in the international
marketplace and it is tough going right
now.

But I made the argument last week
when we passed that bill with 280 votes
on the floor of the House that perhaps
it is not a bad investment for the
American taxpayer to spend a few pen-
nies of their hard-earned money to sup-
port an agricultural system that has
given America the most abundant food
supply, the best quality of food, the
safest food supply at the lowest cost to
our people of any other country in the
world, warts and all, subsidies and all,
expenditures and all. No other country
in the world’s people are fed within 1.5
percent of the GDP, gross domestic
product, in that country as well as
Americans are, including the cost of
the farm bill.

Could we do better? I will never say
that we could not do better. But I
think that some of the criticism that
we are receiving from that is criticism
that should not be given with a full
mouth, because many of those who are
criticizing are completely ignoring the
fact that our grocery stores are full,
the prices at least as far as the farmer
is concerned and, well, let us just be to-
tally honest, as far as the cost of food
to the American people, no other coun-
try in the world is fed within 1.5 per-
cent of the gross domestic product, and
I submit to you tonight that it is be-
cause of farm policy that we followed
in the past.

Things like the conservation title of
this farm bill, the largest single in-
crease in the history of our country in
one bill. Yet some who purport to be
environmentalists are criticizing it. It
did not quite do it the way they wanted
it done. There again, that is the Amer-
ican way. Everyone is entitled to their
opinions.

May 14, 2002

The research, another strong part of
this farm bill, continuing to put some
investment of our taxpayer dollars into
research in finding new and better
ways and safer ways to grow our food.

Rural development. Out in rural
America, things are not all going real
well. Whether it be health care, wheth-
er it be education, whether it be jobs,
all are directly dependent upon a sound
and healthy farm income and we do not
have one. That is why I think almost
two-thirds of this body and two-thirds
of the Senate passed and why the
President signed the bill yesterday.

But I repeat, tonight we are talking
about the debt ceiling and I am not
about to stand on this floor and be as
two-faced as some of the leaders of this
body are when they say one thing when
they are talking 6 years ago and they
say another thing today. Increasing
the debt limit is serious business. Hav-
ing a budget game plan for this coun-
try that will get us back into a surplus
or balanced budget, not so much a sur-
plus although I would like to see us run
a surplus and pay down a little more of
our debt, and I would like to see us ad-
dress the problems of Medicare, Med-
icaid and Social Security and do that
before we do some of the other things
that we are now talking about doing
with the current economic game plan.
We are not tonight suggesting to play
politics with the debt limit, and we are
certainly not trying to force a crisis.

Again, I repeat, Mr. Speaker, we, at
least a good number of us on this side
of the aisle, are prepared to vote to in-
crease the debt ceiling, but not $750 bil-
lion, and not until we have a new eco-
nomic blueprint in place. We do not
think that is unreasonable. It is ex-
actly what you as the majority party
were saying when it was a Democrat in
the White House, exactly what you
were saying then. You were right then.
I repeat, you were right 6 years ago in
forcing President Clinton to have a
new economic game plan that ulti-
mately came and brought us to the 1997
Balanced Budget Act. You were right
then. Why are you insisting on being so
wrong today?

We are willing to support a tem-
porary increase in the debt limit to
meet the expenses of the war and allow
government to meet its obligations,
but hold off on a long-term increase in
the debt until we have a plan in place.
We do not want to force a default on
the debt, but we do want to use this de-
bate as an opportunity to reexamine
our long-term budget policies. It would
be irresponsible to provide a blank
check for increased borrowing author-
ity without taking action to protect
taxpayers from even further increases
in the national debt.

The gentleman from Mississippi (Mr.
TAYLOR) spoke about the need of sched-
uling another vote on the balanced
budget constitutional amendment. The
gentleman from Arkansas (Mr. BERRY)
and others, the gentleman from OKkla-
homa (Mr. ISTOOK) on the other side of
the aisle, are pushing for just that. I
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hope we will see that vote later this
year. We also would like to see some
strong budget enforcement rules. They
are just as important a component in
restoring fiscal discipline and making
sure the budget remains in balance
once we have done the hard work nec-
essary to bring it back into balance.
The provisions of the Budget Enforce-
ment Act of 1990 expire this year. Un-
less we renew our budget discipline,
Congress will continue to find ways to
break its own rules and pass more leg-
islation that puts still more red ink on
the national ledger.

Enforceable spending limits will
serve as a fiscal guardrail to keep our
spending within the Nation’s fiscal
means. The Blue Dog ABC’s plan in-
cludes legislation introduced by the
gentleman from Indiana (Mr. HILL)
which would extend and strengthen the
provisions of the Budget Enforcement
Act that are set to expire this year.
This legislation is similar to budget
enforcement legislation introduced by
Budget Committee Chairman JIM
NUSSLE, but extends budget enforce-
ment for 5 years and adds several pro-
visions to improve enforcement of
budget rules and increase account-
ability in the budget process.

I know what Chairman NUSSLE wants
to do. I think there are some areas that
we can in fact have some bipartisan
support for because having meaningful
caps on discretionary spending, all 13
appropriations bills, meaningful so
that we live within them, is something
that is good budget policy and will help
be a significant part of this new budget
plan that we have talked about.

Again, I repeat, those of us on Agri-
culture do not ask for an exemption.
Far from it. We believe that we should
be part of any changes in the budget
process, including the criticism that is
coming of our farm bill from some of
our foreign friends, competitors. We
have no intention, at least the bill that
the President signed yesterday, there
is certainly no intention by the Presi-
dent of the United States and no inten-
tion of the House Committee on Agri-
culture that we would not live up to
the agreements that we have signed
and agreed to live within and under in
previous trade negotiations. What we
said this time, though, is that we in-
tend to have our negotiators negotiate
from strength. We are allowed to spend
in support of our agriculture in this
country $19.1 billion per year. We do
not intend to spend $19.11 billion, or
less if necessary, and I hope it is nec-
essary that we spend less, because one
thing I hope the general public under-
stands, the only reason we are having
spending at the level that we are today
in support of agricultural products is
the fact that we have Depression-era
prices.

J 2015
Cotton is selling for 30 cents a pound
and less; wheat, less than $3 a bushel;

and corn, about $2 a bushel. These are
the same price levels that we saw back
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in the 1950s. If one’s salary was 1950s
vintage, one had better be a lot more
productive today than you were then,
or you would not be making too good
of a living today. That is why, if prices
go up, the amount of subsidization goes
down.

Certainly I think the whole world
would be better off if the amount of
subsidization goes down, not up. We are
perfectly willing, in the next round of
negotiations, assuming the Senate will
get on with doing their job in passing
the trade promotional authority and
we can get on with the negotiating, to
reduce the amount of eligibility of sub-
sidization in the United States on a par
basis with other countries. The same is
true on the budget.

Mr. Speaker, before I yield to the
gentleman from Illinois (Mr. PHELPS),
let me just conclude by saying that
there are a significant number of
Democrats who would be willing to
support an increase in the debt limit as
part of a responsible plan to restore fis-
cal discipline. The approach outlined
by the Blue Dogs, an immediate, tem-
porary increase in the debt limit with
a larger increase allowed as part of a
plan to put the budget on a path to bal-
ance, accompanied by strong budget
enforcement legislation, provides a
road map for a bipartisan solution to
our fiscal problems and gridlock on the
debt limit.

That is our offer. We think it is a
reasonable offer. We would like very
much to be included in being part of
the solution, because borrowing an-
other $750 Dbillion on our grand-
children’s future is not the best option
for us to be considering in this year of
2002, one of those years divisible by 2.

I yield to the gentleman from Illinois
(Mr. PHELPS).

Mr. PHELPS. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding to me. The
experience and wisdom that the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. STENHOLM),
my good friend, brings to this body is
invaluable, and I have watched him
very closely since I have been a Mem-
ber of Congress, almost 4 years now,
and I have followed his lead as a mem-
ber of the Committee on Agriculture
and our standing leader and ranking
member there, and one cannot go too
wrong if one follows the reasoning and
the thinking of the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. STENHOLM). So I thank the
gentleman for his input tonight. As a
member of the Blue Dog organization
and one of the leaders of that group
that the gentleman founded, I thank
the gentleman for giving me the oppor-
tunity to speak tonight on such an im-
portant issue.

I know that we have been here week
after week, night after night as a group
to try to drive a message home, one
that many times is not all that popular
and not easy to accept. But when we
took our oath of office I, for one, took
it very seriously to make sure that the
citizens in my district, in my State,
and in this Nation absolutely under-
stand the truth and the numbers that
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we are dealing with and that the deci-
sions we make each day reflect what
accuracy is all about, and that we
project that on to the taxpayers, to the
voters, to the general public.

The Blue Dogs have consistently fo-
cused on fiscal discipline, having al-
ways advocated honesty and responsi-
bility in the budgeting process. When
Congress considered the budget last
year, the Blue Dogs warned about the
danger of making long-term commit-
ments for tax cuts or new spending pro-
grams based on projected surpluses.
Now, in less than a year’s time, we
have seen a dramatic reversal of the
once promising budgetary outlook. We
now face projections of deficits and in-
creasing debt for the rest of the decade
that go far beyond the temporary im-
pact of the economic downturn or cost
of the war on terrorism, which we all
support and which we must address and
do it quickly and effectively.

Congress and the President, as the
gentleman from Texas said, need to sit
down, roll up our sleeves, and have an
honest discussion about what we need
to do to put the budget back in order,
starting with the program that the
Blue Dogs have outlined over the last
several weeks, the ABCs of Fiscal Dis-
cipline. Remember, we are here to deal
with the truth. The numbers that come
into the Capitol’s coffers, to the U.S.
Treasury should be clear. There should
not be all that much confusion on what
we have on hand, what we have obli-
gated to spend, and what we are think-
ing about embracing for future costs.

Now, there are a lot of things that
have happened in the last year, in the
last several months that have been
unpredicted. Who would have thought
we would have had the horrific events
of September 11 that hurt our Nation
in many ways, and it impacted us in an
economic way. But we have other
things that have happened: the reces-
sion, the tax cuts, and other spending
that has been proposed and on the
table now that we can control, that is
within our control, and that is why I
think people send us here to Congress
to represent them.

My father is 81 years old, sitting out
there now just recovering from a heart
attack not quite 2 weeks ago. I remem-
ber his words and his generation, the
elders of my church and the people
that I think deal with wisdom more so
than many of us in this generation. If
you do not stand for something, you
will fall for anything. Little did I know
that a country music artist would
come along and make $1 million on
that. If I had known that, I would have
written the song if I had thought of it,
I say to the gentleman. But it is so
true. If one is not solid on something
that is very important, a matter of
one’s convictions, and one does not try
to pursue that goal in all the honesty
and the fortitude that one can muster
up, things go wrong. A lot of things
come along that sound good and will
divert you this way and that way, dis-
tract you from the real goal, from the
real truth.
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Mr. Speaker, it is hard to accept
sometimes what the real truth is, but
the fact of the matter is, we have a
huge debt, and we have to assure the
American people that we will be honest
and accountable. People out there that
work hard and play by the rules every
day, surely, surely their elected offi-
cials such as us that are here in this
body can afford them accountability
and honesty in dealing with the num-
bers.

The Congressional Budget Office has
reported numbers; the Office of Man-
agement and Budget, the administra-
tion’s fiscal reporting group, offer some
other numbers. Remember, I come
from the State of Illinois, but make no
mistake, I live almost 400 miles south
of Chicago. So it is really a different
world which I represent, largely rural,
small farming area, coal mines, small
businesses, people that are just dedi-
cated to generational hand-me-down
crafts and work ethic that is invalu-
able and immeasurable. But when I
served 14 years in the Illinois House, I
saw the same thing happen there, the
frustration of here is the Economic
Fiscal Commission reporting how much
money they predicted would come in or
projected revenues or what is on hand,
and then the Bureau of the Budget, the
Governor’s reporting office. Well, guess
what? The Bureau of the Budget re-
ported a year or so ago, almost 2%, 3
years ago when the Governor took of-
fice in Illinois that we had over $1 bil-
lion in surpluses. Guess what they all
can agree on now? Mr. Speaker, a $1.5
billion hole in the Illinois budget, and
they are like a lot of States scrambling
to try to come to the rescue to know
what to do. And then the decisions that
they were elected to make become even
tougher decisions.

What can we do? Well, I think we
need to avoid what is always obvious.
How would we in the world agree to the
rosiest projections of 5 to 10 years on
the very best of what can happen, rath-
er than preparing for what could be the
worst? That is, to me, beyond reason
and comprehension. So budget enforce-
ment. Unless we renew budget dis-
cipline, Congress will continue to find
ways to break its own rules and pass
more legislation that puts still more
red ink on the national ledger. Enforce-
able budget restraints will shine a light
on deceptive practices and construct a
fiscal guardrail, keeping our spending
within the Nation’s fiscal means, which
is what we ask of the American people
and families to do every year, every
day, and what they do is stay within
their means. Those that are not stay-
ing within their means have the credit
card debt stacked up; they have mar-
riages falling apart because of financial
problems that they brought on them-
selves. What I have found in life is that
most of the problems that come their
way are not from some uncontrollable
force; they are self-induced. We bring
them on ourselves. That is what we
have done here. Maybe it has taken
decades and generations before us,
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other people that have served, and
other administrations, but we collec-
tively, all of us, have to take responsi-
bility. So now collectively, let us
admit we have problems. We had Sep-
tember 11, we had recession, and we
had tax cuts that gave 55 percent of the
surpluses or more back, and now we
have a problem. Where is the new plan?
Where are the people that want to be
responsible enough to step forward and
say, let us sit down together as reason-
able people on both sides of the aisle or
Independent, whatever one claims to
be, and work out of this mess. Not hope
for the best and keep our blinders on,
but what shall we do?

Well, we need a balanced budget con-
stitutional amendment, which I have
signed on as a cosponsor and feel
should require the President and Con-
gress to submit and to enact a budget
that is balanced, without using the So-
cial Security surplus. This amendment
could be waived, of course, in special
times of war or military conflict or
threats of national security. But for
the first time, all of the other balanced
budget constitutional amendments
have been presented without address-
ing whether or not we would use Social
Security. This one we intend to bring
forth to say we should not use the So-
cial Security Trust Fund. We should
balance the budget, and if we borrow
from our children and our grand-
children, then we get ourselves in a
deeper mess.

So I hope that the Balanced Budget
Amendment, constitutional amend-
ment, excluding the Social Security
Trust Fund, would be one way that we
can show, one way that we can have a
plan as to how we intend to get our fis-
cal house in order.

I could say much more, there are so
many other parts of the ABCs, but in
order the give time for other Members
before we close out our time, I will
yield back.

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Speaker, I yield
the remaining 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. ISRAEL).

Mr. ISRAEL. Mr. Speaker, I am so
proud to be a member of the fiscally re-
sponsible Blue Dog Coalition and to be
fighting with the gentleman, along
with my other Blue Dog colleagues, for
simple common sense in budgeting. A
lot of people think there is a lot of
complications and complexities with
respect to how we budget in Wash-
ington, but the way we do it should be
no different than any household in
America budgets, how any small busi-
ness budgets. We have to make sure
that we have the revenues. We have to
make sure that the books are balanced.
We have to make sure that the check-
book is reconciled at the end of the
month. If we do not have revenues,
somehow we increase them. I voted for
every single tax cut we could because
the American people need that kind of
tax relief. Some say we have to cut ex-
penses. What is there to cut? Are we
going to cut prescription drugs? Are we
going to cut Social Security? Are we
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going to cut defense budgets? Nobody
supports that. Others say we should
borrow the money.

But there is another thing that we
can do. We do not want to borrow the
money. We do not want to ask our chil-
dren to shoulder the burden for the fis-
cally irresponsible decisions that we
make in Washington. There is another
alternative. Once again it was brought
to our attention in today’s New York
Times in a story by Paul Krugman
called The Great Evasion. We are los-
ing about $70 billion a year in revenues
by irresponsible and unpatriotic Amer-
ican corporations who rush off to Ber-
muda, open up mail drops in Bermuda,
say that they are now doing business as
foreign corporations and do not have to
pay their fair share of taxes. They wrap
themselves in the American flag to sell
their products and then renounce their
American citizenship to do business
abroad and do not pay their fair share
of taxes.

Now, there are colleagues on both
sides of the aisle who have had enough
of this kind of irresponsible behavior.
Rather than increasing taxes, which so
few of us want to do, and rather than
gutting important programs, which so
few of us want to do, it is time for the
administration to step up to the plate
and say, enough is enough.

O 2030

We are not going to allow American
corporations to run to these Bermudan
tax havens, flee their fair share of
taxes. No American family is per-
mitted to do that. No American family
was able to register themselves in Ber-
muda to escape their fair share of
taxes. We should not allow American
corporations to do that as well.

Mr. Speaker, I thank the gentleman.

—————
IMMIGRATION REFORM

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
SIMPSON). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 3, 2001, the
gentleman from Colorado (Mr.
TANCREDO) is recognized for 60 minutes
as the designee of the majority leader.

Mr. TANCREDO. Mr. Speaker, before
I get into the main topic of this eve-
ning’s discussion, that being immigra-
tion and immigration reform issues, I
am compelled to respond to some of
the comments made by our colleagues
on the other side with regard to the
budget dilemma that we all face here
this evening. It is the dilemma faced
every year, I suppose, and has for many
many decades; and that is that we will
always be spending more money in this
body than we take in, or at least that
was the case for all of the time, for the
at least 40 years prior to the time that
the Republicans took control of this
body.

The Democrats, of course, ran an im-
balanced budget for many, many, many
years. And I am in complete sympathy
with those Members of the Democratic
Party who say that that is an improper
way to run government; that, in fact,
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we should be looking more to how busi-
nesses and industries run their busi-
ness and States run theirs by having
balanced budgets every single year.
And I certainly completely and whole-
heartedly agree. But I must say that as
I listen to, on one hand, what I believe
is an articulate plea for a balanced
budget and, on the other hand, an ar-
ticulate excuse for a vote for the farm
bill which we just passed, it is hard to
reconcile those two concepts.

This farm bill being, of course, one of
the, percentage-wise, the greatest in-
crease in any domestic policy program
in, I think, history. I am not sure, but
certainly in a long, long time. Widely
criticized for being what it is, an in-
credible pork-laden boondoggle, and
then to say in the next breath we have
to do something about government
spending, we have to control govern-
ment spending.

And, if I may be so bold, I had to ask
a staff person, because I am not really
familiar with all of the variations of
shades of different colors, and I asked
one of the staff here a few minutes ago,
What is the palest blue there is? And
the young lady told me it was corn-
flower. Cornflower is the name of the
color. Cornflower blue.

So I would suggest that the Blue Dog
Democrats think about changing their
names to the Cornflower Blue Demo-
crats because they are not really Blue
Dog Democrats. They are not really
stuck to this issue of balanced budgets.
What they are saying, I think, is that,
and there are exceptions to this rule,
that we are going to establish today,
and, yes, I will yield to the gentleman
who I assume is coming up to ask for
that particular motion.

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Speaker, I ap-
preciate the good humor in which the
gentleman is approaching the corn-
flower blue. But let me point out that
the farm bill, the $73.5 billion, the gen-
tleman, I believe I am correct, voted
for that budget that provided the $73.5
billion that the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. CoMBEST) and I, the speaker to-
night, and others then proceeded to
mark-up the bill. It was not called
those critical comments when it passed
as a budget, but it is only after we have
put together the policy in which the
criticism comes.

I would appreciate the gentleman ac-
knowledging that as I was talking
about balancing the budget, that I in-
cluded farm spending in any reductions
in spending that must accompany any
kind of a new budget. That is what we
are saying, and I do not think that is
inconsistent at all.

Mr. TANCREDO. Reclaiming my
time, and I appreciate the gentleman’s
observations, it is, of course, true that
I have voted for a budget resolution
that I wish we could hold to and this is
a way in which we can all, I think, con-
tribute to that possibility; and that is
a vote against any appropriations bill
that does not conform to that budget
resolution. Any budget, any appropria-
tions bill that puts us outside of that
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scope which I intend, that is the way in
which I intend to vote and have in the
past voted.

I mean, we have to be, as I say, con-
sistent with this because it is difficult
for people who listen to this debate to
understand that on the one hand we
call for fiscal constraint, which I ap-
preciate the gentleman has in the past
and certainly even today has been a
strong supporter of that issue, but we
cannot accept that mantle of a fiscal
conservative while at the same time
doing things that bust the budget. But
because of our issues, our individual
concerns, the gentleman was very ar-
ticulate in explaining the problems of
the farm community in America, and
no doubt his observations are accurate.
But do you not see, every single person
who is connected to any one of the var-
ious 13 appropriations bills we have
here can come up, and do regularly,
talk about the particular issue. It is
the problem with education in America
that we must, in fact, involve the Fed-
eral Government to the extent now
that was never conceived of in the past.

We should both, I think, use the Con-
stitution as a measure to help us deter-
mine what is an appropriate role for
the Federal Government. And the gen-
tleman, I must ask and I will yield for
his response, what is the constitutional
role of the Federal Government? Where
in the Constitution does it set out a
purpose for us to be the primary sup-
port for the farm, for the agricultural
community? As I would say the same
thing, by the way, in the area of edu-
cation and Health and Human Services,
I believe it is not there. I look at the
Constitution. I do not find it. I find
only a relatively narrow role for us, es-
pecially in the area of defense. Other
than that, we could use that. That is
the way we could defend our vote
against these pork-laden, constituent-
driven pieces of legislation that put us
every single year in the position of say-
ing, My stuff is okay. My stuff is ap-
propriate. Everybody else’s is out of
the question and is a budget-busting
bill.

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gen-
tleman.
Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Speaker, I

thank the gentleman for yielding.

Let me say, in the Constitution there
is a little part of it that says ‘‘promote
the general welfare.”” And I appreciate
the gentleman’s pointing out that it is
difficult to find supporting our farmers
in the Constitution.

I do not stand on the floor and say
that we are special or we are different
than anyone else. Well, I guess I do.
That was not a correct statement. I do
believe that American agriculture and
producers have done a pretty good job
of feeding America and a good part of
the rest of the world and do believe as
we argued strenuously for the amount
of money that was passed. So I guess,
yes, I do, I do believe that.

But I also believe very strongly that
anyone else that has an opinion should
have the opportunity to stand and
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make the same arguments. If I can get
217 of my colleagues to agree with me,
it passes, and that is our system. If I
might just continue. I want to get
back, I agree with the gentleman, on
the 13 appropriations bills, and that is
why if the gentleman heard what we
were talking about a moment ago, we
think we ought to put a meaningful,
reasonable cap on discretionary spend-
ing as part of the budget process. I
think the gentleman and I will find,
maybe not an agreement on the
amount, but at least that we would
find an agreement on the policy and
procedure that we should follow to
have a little bit of restraint.

I appreciate the gentleman’s gen-
erosity. I appreciate the gentleman ad-
mitting that he voted for the budget
that provided for the $73.5 billion. So I
take a little bit of offense when the
gentleman stands on the floor as he did
starting tonight by decrying this $73.5
billion when he was the one joining,
not with me because I did not support
this budget, but he said $73.5 billion
was not an obscene amount of money
for the budget we operate under.

Now times have changed; and, there-
fore, we are saying now let us take an-
other look at the budget. If we need to
trim, let us trim; but let us trim across
the board.

Mr. TANCREDO. Reclaiming my
time, I thank the gentleman for his ob-
servations. Of course, times have
changed and exactly that. First of all,
we are talking about a $73 billion
maybe $140 billion farm bill. There is a
big difference there. It could go to $140
billion. That was not in the budget res-
olution. And so to say that I have
voted for the latter as opposed to the
former is inaccurate, and I would also
suggest that the gentleman is abso-
lutely correct. If one can get the re-
quired number of votes in the House,
one can pass anything. And I guarantee
you, we have done it year after year,
time after time. And it is the way, I
understand entirely, it is the way the
process is run. But I suggest that it
should be perhaps incumbent upon all
of us as we approach all of these bills
coming up, the supplemental, I do not
know, I think this week sometime, and
a variety of other spending bills, I will
watch for the Democrat and the Corn-
flower Blue Democrats to see how they
vote because I will be voting ‘‘no’ on
all of them because I believe we should
stick inside the budget. I thank the
gentleman for his cordial relationship
and his willingness to discuss this issue
with me tonight.

I also remember thinking while I was
listening to the discussion earlier here
there was a comedian during the 70’s
and 80’s. And his tag line was, ‘“‘The
devil made me do it. The devil made
me do it.” And he used to end his little
skit with that all of the time. And of
course, what he was saying was I did
not want to do all of these bad things,
but the devil made me do it, so it is
okay.

I listen to all of this discussion about
how bad it is to have these horrendous
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expenditures and budget-busting bills
all over the place for which my col-
leagues on the other side voted for
most of the time as far as I can remem-
ber. And then to say, The devil made
me do it. I do not know how we got
here but this is bad, and somebody has
got to impose some fiscal discipline on
me. Somebody has got to make me be-
have. Somebody has got to make me
say, you know what, I do not think we
should vote for all this stuff. If every-
body imposes a balanced budget
amendment, then I will be able to take
my medicine.

I am all for a balanced budget amend-
ment, Mr. Speaker, absolutely. I will
vote for it anytime, anyplace, any-
where. It is okay with me. But I think
it is just the funniest thing in a way to
listen to people who, as I say, from the
other side of the aisle especially, and
talk about budget constraint and fiscal
responsibility, the devil must have
been making him do it here for 40 years
before we ever came in control in this
body and now they want to seek for-
giveness. Well, the Lord says that that
is possible. So who am I to suggest that
they are not truly repentant?

On to another issue, the issue of im-
migration and, specifically, immigra-
tion reform. In the past several weeks
we have passed legislation in this body,
and, as a matter of fact, yesterday the
President signed a piece of legislation
into law that will have the effect of
tightening down on what heretofore
can be described only as the most lib-
eral immigration policy in the world of
any country in the world. It is almost
a misnomer to indicate there is an im-
migration policy in the United States
because that implies, of course, that we
have control over the process; that we
establish how many people are going to
come into the country every year like
every other nation in the world does.
We control it. We know who is coming
in. We know how many. We know what
they will be doing here. We know when
they leave. I say that is the implica-
tion of saying you have an immigra-
tion policy.

The reality, of course, is we do not.
We have not. And even the passage of
this recent legislation euphemistically
called the Border Security Act, we will
not have accomplished the goal of bor-
der security.

A couple of weeks ago the House
passed a bill by an overwhelming mar-
gin that was designed and is often re-
ferred to as the abolishment of the INS
and the creation of a new body. Well, of
course, it really was not all of that. As
is often the case here, we have a tend-
ency to name things, I guess, a little
euphemistically and to create these il-
lusions about what we do here.

Now, the reality is we passed a very
tepid bill designed to reform the INS,
the Immigration and Naturalization
Service.

O 2045

Much more needs to be done to actu-
ally reform that organization, much
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more than what we did in our bill in
the House. In fact, what has to happen
is that we must take from every agen-
cy presently charged with responsi-
bility for border control, that being the
Customs under the Treasury, Agri-
culture, a variety, DEA, all kinds of
agencies have border control respon-
sibilities, of course Border Control
under the INS. The Forest Service has
some responsibilities in areas. We have
national forests that adjoin inter-
national boundaries, and what we have
to do, Mr. Speaker, is to consolidate all
of those agencies, all of these parts of
agencies into one agency, with a clear
mandate, with a very clear line of au-
thority, so that everyone who works
for that agency knows exactly what
they are supposed to be doing and
know that they have the full support of
this Nation in that endeavor. That
agency should be put into the Home-
land Defense Agency, should be run out
of Tom Ridge’s shop or whoever is the
subsequent head of that organization.

That is what we should do. That is
what everyone who studies this area
understands needs to be done. Now, we
did not do that. We did not do that in
the bill we passed in this House. We
split the agency into two, which is
good. We said they are going to have an
enforcement responsibility and they
are going to have what I call the immi-
gration social worker side of things,
the welcome wagon. Those will be the
two separate responsibilities. They will
be reporting to two different chiefs who
in turn will be reporting to a single in-
dividual in the Department of Justice.

That really is not a lot different than
what we already have. It really is not
because among other things almost all
of the people who will be running those
two separate organizations within Jus-
tice are the people who are presently
running the single organization we call
the INS. Names will be the same but ti-
tles will be different, and we assume
that by changing someone’s title we
will change their attitude or improve
their competencies, but my colleagues
and I know, Mr. Speaker, and I think
the American public understand fully
well that just changing titles will not
change the way it is run.

Unfortunately, today within the INS
we have people who are not, number
one, competent to do the job and it
starts from the top. The gentleman,
very nice gentleman, Mr. Ziglar, whom
I have nothing against personally,
seems like a very pleasant individual.
Unfortunately the water is so far above
his head in trying to operate this agen-
cy that it is almost pathetic.

Mr. Ziglar was appointed several
months ago because he had been the
doorkeeper of the Senate. That was his
job before he became the head of an
agency with 30,000 people and an $8 bil-
lion budget. He should not be there. He
is not able to run the agency. He is not
able to run it because the force of his
personality cannot control it, and sec-
ondly, he is not able to run it because
of course it is an enormous bureau-
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cratic organization, moribund, plagued
with inertia and internal incompetence
and protected by Civil Service.

So even if we had some of the finest
people, even if we had someone with
enormous capabilities as head of the
organization, their ability to actually
change the course of this big ship, they
could be turning the wheel as hard as
they can and they will notice that the
bow hardly ever moves because all of
the people are turning the wheel as fast
as they can, they realize there is noth-
ing connecting the wheel to the rudder.
It is going its own way, and that is a
problem, and it will not be solved by
the bill we passed in the House.

Here is the rub with that particular
bill. It is going to the other body and it
will not be improved. It will not be
made better. We will see a conference
report on this. It will pass and it will
be something far short of what we
passed in the House, and then we will
all walk away from here and tell our
constituents not to worry, we voted to
abolish the INS and we are going to
construct a really great agency to han-
dle this problem.

Okay. That is the problem. That is a
big problem, and I ask my colleagues
to just think about that for a minute
over here, that the INS today, regard-
less of what we pretended to do in the
House, abolishing the INS, that was the
way it was presented to us, regardless
of that, regardless of the words we
used, the reality is we added a lifeboat
to the Titanic. I voted for it. It is a
pretty good idea. I think it is a good
idea. In fact, who would say we should
not have added lifeboats to the Ti-
tanic? That would be good. I voted to
do it. It is not going to stop the ship
from sinking.

Yesterday in the Rose Garden the
President signed a bill that, as I men-
tioned earlier, called Enhanced Border
Security, and it is adding a couple of
more lifeboats to the Titanic. It is
good. Glad we are doing it. It will give
us the ability to track people eventu-
ally. 2004, 2005, it will give us the abil-
ity supposedly, and we have done this
before actually. We have actually man-
dated this before, and nobody ever car-
ried it out, so we will see. If agencies
carry out the law, it will give us the
ability to track people who come into
the United States. People who request
a visa will actually have to have some
sort of identifier, a biometric identi-
fier, which is a term for fingerprint
probably. Eventually other maybe
more sophisticated approaches but ini-
tially fingerprints. So we will know if,
in fact, the person asking for this visa
is, in fact, who they say they are. That
is good. Good idea.

Also, schools will be required to par-
ticipate in this and tell us whether peo-
ple who are here on student visas are
still in school. We have done this be-
fore. Everybody complained. We pulled
back because the schools said, please,
we do not want all that paperwork and
what if it discourages all our foreign
students from coming here. We make a
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lot of money, and we said, okay, well,
never mind, we are going to try again.
Try again when students were not com-
ing to class, when they were not edu-
cated anymore in the course work.
That will be good. I am all for it. An-
other lifeboat.

It will create a database that will
allow various agencies of the Federal
Government, the FBI and the INS and
everybody, to identify potential terror-
ists or people who pop up on a terrorist
list. We will be able to go and this
name will come up, and it will say, oh,
that guy came into the United States,
or lady as the case may be, on such and
such a date and he is here or he has
gone, and that is good. I am glad.

We will still have, by the way, Mr.
Speaker, we will still have the visa ap-
plication that anyone can go to the
Web site for the State Department and
look this up. I love it. This is great. I
always think it is a metaphor for the
entire INS debate. It is called the tem-
porary visitor visa, and it says about
the third or fourth question, I am para-
phrasing only slightly. It says are you
a terrorist; are you planning to come
into the United States and blow things
up and commit acts of terrorism; have
you committed acts of terrorism in
other countries; are you a member of
the Nazi Party. It is all one series of
questions, and then the person checks
over one box, yes Or no.

So this potential terrorist says, yeah,
I am, I am terrorist, I am a member of
al Qaeda and I am coming in to blow up
a building or distribute some sort of bi-
ological warfare agent, and at the bot-
tom of this visa, because of the efforts
of a Member of the other body from
Massachusetts, very big Member of the
body, there is an additional little as-
terisk and it says, after you answer yes
or no to this question, are you a ter-
rorist, if my colleagues go to the bot-
tom and it says answering yes does not
mean that you will be denied access to
the United States.

So we still have that, but now that is
okay because we will know if the ter-
rorists come in, they will sign up. Nat-
urally, they will say of course I am
coming in, I am a terrorist, here I am
and here is my terrorist credentials,
and I am coming in to do a lot of dam-
age.

Now, for those folks who admit to
being terrorists this is a good idea that
we have them register. I am all for it,
but supposing, just supposing, I mean, I
know this is a great hypothetical, but
just supposing a potential terrorist de-
cides to come into the United States
and not sign up as a terrorist, not actu-
ally apply for a visa, now my col-
leagues say that cannot be because of
course everybody coming into the
United States applies for a visa, comes
here as a visitor, a guest of the United
States, tells us who they are, where
they are going to be and for how long.

I say these things, of course, with
tongue in cheek because everybody
knows that our borders are porous and
that only our most honest people in
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the world for the most part say they
are coming in, especially to apply
through the regular process, but of
course millions and millions of others
come in a different way. They do not
wait, they do not waste time filling out
visas, requests for application to the
United States. They come across the
border.

These are two pictures of the border
along the Arizona-Mexican border near
Nogales, Arizona. We took them a cou-
ple of weeks ago when we were down
there on a fact finding trip. This
barbed wire fence, if it can be distin-
guished on the television, I am not
sure, here, that is separating Mexico on
the other side of this fence from the
United States. Down here, same thing,
barbed wire fence, but there is only a
cattle guard separating Mexico from
the United States.

This part of our border is actually
more demarcated, more defined than
many parts of the border that have ab-
solutely no distinguishment, here and
on the Canadian border. We have 1,900
miles in Mexico of the border and 4,000
miles on the northern border.

I guess I ask my colleagues, Mr.
Speaker, when I hear people on the
other side, people on our side, people in
the administration, people talking
about the fact that we should not try
to connect immigration to terrorism,
because most people come into the
United States and they are completely
and entirely looking, they are mostly
looking for a good job, a way to send
some money home, and they are not
looking to do us damage, and this is
absolutely true. Undeniably true, but
of course, there are people who come
into the United States for other rea-
sons, and when they come into the
United States for other reasons, may I
ask my colleagues if they think it is
logical for us to assume that they are
all going to come via a visa process, es-
pecially when we start to tighten it up.

The 19 hijackers who committed the
atrocities here in the United States in
September were all here on visas. Some
of them of course overstayed their
visas. Some were here fraudulently,
but they were all on visas. If we make
it tougher for those people, Mr. Speak-
er, which I am all for, I am all for ask-
ing if you are a terrorist, please, let us
know on this document, sign up right
here, tell us you are a terrorist, and we
can keep track of you. I am all for
doing that.

O 2100

But just supposing, I mean wildest
stretch of your imagination, supposing
they choose not to tell you that they
are a terrorist and not to sign up that
way on the visa. Why, may I ask, is it
so hard to understand that there is a
connection? Why is it so hard to under-
stand that they would in fact come in
a very easy portal, that they would
walk across the border?

Here, this one on the bottom, the
cattle guard, at least that protects us
from illegal cattle coming into the
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United States. This one does not even
protect us from that because there is
no cattle guard. It is just a big deeply
rutted road. And by the way, this road
is not on any Forest Service map. It
does not exist on any map you have
ever seen because, of course, it is just
illegals coming into the United States.

And this is the greatest thing of all,
Mr. Speaker. You know, you can go to
our Web site, it is www.House.Gov/
Tancredo, then you go to the immigra-
tion part of it and you will see all this
stuff in greater detail, and I encourage
you to do it because it is hard to see
this. But here is a sign that is facing
our side of the border, and it says here:
““All persons and vehicles must enter
the United States at a designated port
of entry only. This is not,” underlined
this is not, ‘‘a designated port of entry.
Any person or vehicle entering at this
point is in violation of the U.S.,” cer-
tain codes and blah, blah, blah, blah,
and a $5,000 fine or penalty.

This is on our side. This is facing the
United States. Then it is printed down
here in Spanish. I am glad they are let-
ting people know. I know a lot of ille-
gal aliens coming into the TUnited
States finally get on our side, turn
around and look at the sign and say,
““Oh, wait a minute, I guess I better go
back. It says here this is not a des-
ignated point of entry.” So certainly
they are going to turn around and go
back and find wherever that point of
entry may be. Probably it is in
Nogales. Yes, that is right, it actually
is; and they will go on down the road
certainly and they will enter the coun-
try legally. I am sure that happens a
thousand times a day, would you not
agree, Mr. Speaker?

Here they are not even able to see a
sign such as this. They are not able to
say, ‘“Well, gee, after I cross this cattle
guard, I see now that I am in the
United States illegally. I best turn
around and go back.” And one reason
why there is no sign here, Mr. Speaker,
as they were often placed there, folks
from the other side of the border, pri-
marily Mexican police, come across
and tear them down every night.

We actually got to the point, the
Forest Service people, because this is
right on the Coronado Forest, a na-
tional forest, where the trafficking in
illegal aliens and drugs is so great it is
destroying the national forest. The
degradation of that national forest is a
national disaster. But not one single
environmentalist has spoken out
against it, interestingly. Not one.

The tracks, as I show you here, go on
up into the forest. They have worn
footpaths through the forest that now
make it look like cobwebs all over the
forest. There is trash. It looks more
similar to a national dump than a na-
tional forest. And they set fires, camp-
fires; and then they walk away from
them. And of course especially at this
time of the year, and this year the
drought being what it is, the day we
were there and just as we were leaving
a fire started, again by someone com-
ing across illegally. They believe it is
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UDAs, that is the way it is referred to,
undocumented aliens, because it is in
the very remote areas; and it had con-
sumed 35,000 acres in less than a day.

I do not know where it is now. I do
not know if it is contained. I do not
know. We cannot even go in and use
the most up-to-date methods of fire
suppressants. We cannot drop slurry
because there is so many illegals going
through the forest that it actually may
harm them. They may get some stuff
on them so they do not drop it. And
they only fight the fire during the day-
time, because in the nighttime they
have had fire crews up there and the
crews have confronted armed men, peo-
ple carrying M-16s, because they are
the people protecting the people car-
rying drugs; and they are coming in
huge bands 20, 30, 40, 100. The forest is
being destroyed.

Here, people who are hiking, bpic-
nicking, whatever, around the national
forest, could mistakenly enter into
Mexico, you see, because there are no
signs telling you, like this one, be care-
ful, you are leaving the United States,
you are going into Mexico. And they
do. They go into Mexico. And the rea-
son why is, and I started mentioning
this earlier when I spoke of them tear-
ing down the signs time after time, we
have actually put up over here, just a
little farther inside here, two metal
posts, two big metal posts with a metal
sign. That had been cut out. The Mexi-
cans came across that night with a
torch and cut the sign down, because
they want people to wander over, then
nab them and throw them into the
local hoosegow and then extort money
from them. It is a way of making a few
bucks down there. They want people to
wander in so that they can then say
you are here in Mexico illegally and we
are going to make you pay the price.

But there is no connection, Mr.
Speaker, no connection whatever; and
how can we even talk about things like
immigration reform and terrorist ac-
tivities? How could we suggest that
there is anything related here, just be-
cause you can waltz across this border
with great impunity? And believe me,
hundreds of thousands of people a year
come through right here, millions of
people across the border, both north
and south. By the way, this is not
unique in any way, shape, or form to
Mexico. Of course the greatest numbers
coming through are Mexican nationals.
But nonetheless, we have the problem
on both our borders and in our ports of
entry on both coasts.

Recently, 25 suspected Middle East-
ern terrorists evidently came in on
cargo ships. They are here someplace.
We do not know where. I do not know
exactly how we found out about it, but
I am glad we at least know they are
here. Makes me feel a lot better. And
hopefully they will be caught. I know
we are judiciously looking at everyone
in the United States who is not here le-
gally and returning them to their
country of origin, so certainly in a
short time we will have them.
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We have a huge problem, Mr. Speak-
er. It is a national security issue. To
suggest anything else is to be naive to
the ultimate. And to suggest that we
cannot clamp down on this kind of sit-
uation, we cannot in fact protect our
own borders, even if it means putting
troops on the border, because it will be
insulting to Canada and Mexico, to
suggest that trying to enforce our own
borders and protect the lives and prop-
erty of the people in this Nation is an
act that would turn certain constitu-
encies in America against us defies the
imagination. It defies anyone’s ability
to actually and appropriately charac-
terize such a position.

There are people in the United States
of America, regardless of their ethnic
background, who are opposed to their
own government trying to protect
them and their property? I want to
hear that. Because most of the people,
Mr. Speaker, I guarantee you, by mag-
nitudes that are actually astounding to
me, numbers that are incredible, tell
me that they are asking more from
their government in terms of pro-
tecting them, and they are asking us to
do something to cut down on illegal
immigrants.

And, Mr. Speaker, this is not just
something that white WASPish Ameri-
cans are asking for. This is something
all Americans are asking for. HEvery-
body. Because everybody here who has
come here legally, who believes in the
sovereignty of this Nation is saying to
us, What are you guys doing up there?
And I mean we are talking Asian
Americans and we are talking Hispanic
Americans. I do not care what the eth-
nic background. By and large these
people support our efforts to try and
actually do something about border se-
curity and to reduce even the amount
of immigration.

A vast majority of the people in this
country recognize that is necessary. It
is not ethically driven. This is not ra-
cially motivated. This is a matter that
strikes at the heart of everything we
should be doing here in this Congress.
We should be looking, first and fore-
most, at the security of the Nation.
And you cannot go in front of your con-
stituents, I do not care who you are or
where you are from, Brooklyn or Tim-
buktu, no, strike that, Brooklyn or
Ray, Colorado, you cannot go in front
of your constituents and say that we
have in fact done anything to signifi-
cantly increase the protection of our
borders and, therefore, your safety. Be-
cause we have not.

I repeat: the tepid bill we passed here
on INS reform will be destroyed, I pre-
dict. And by the time we see it in a
conference, it will be something totally
different and much less dramatic than
it was even leaving here, and that was
not much.

I also predict that unless we do this,
unless we actually reform the INS, ac-
tually create an agency that has the
resources and the direction to protect
our borders, and the commitment in-
ternally, the people working for it who
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know why they are there, who are on
our side when it comes to whether or
not we should be letting people in here
illegally, and our side means saying no,
unless we do that, we have not done
anything to improve security.

All of the other stuff we have done,
including the bill the President signed
yesterday, which I supported because it
was that life boat, and I am all for add-
ing another life boat to the Titanic,
but it will not keep the boat from sink-
ing. Signing a bill and calling it border
security implies, I think, far too much.
It is not security if we have an agency
that is completely and totally incapa-
ble of actually providing that security.

We must reform the INS first. And I
mean real reform. Then all the other
things we do, all of the other jobs we
give it in terms of tracking, all of the
other responsibilities we give it in
terms of protecting the borders, ex-
panding our observation and control of
the border activity, all of those things
will be easier to accomplish with an
agency committed to that task. Be-
cause I know this, Mr. Speaker, and I
will tell you, I have spent many hours
with the folks who we give the respon-
sibilities of being on the ground down
at the borders, and they want to be
supported by us. They want clear lines
of authority. They want to be able to
protect America. But they are working
for an agency which is incapable of pro-
viding them with the leadership, direc-
tion, and resources to get the job done.

They will tell you personally, time
after time after time, of the horren-
dous frustration they feel in trying to
deal with this issue and do their jobs,
do their jobs for their own families and
for America. They want to do their
jobs, but they are prevented from doing
so because the agency itself is so in-
credibly, incredibly incompetent.

We will move just for the next few
minutes to one final issue about which
I am greatly concerned, and that is the
issue of amnesty. We may talk about
all that we have done in this body to
protect the borders; but every single
time we reconstitute, regenerate sup-
port for amnesty, every time that the
administration pushes it, every time
the other party brings it up, we are
doing great damage to our ability to
actually control the borders; and we
are doing great damage to the moral
character of the United States of
America.

Here is why I say that. We call our-
selves a Nation of laws. We tell the
world to emulate us. We tell every
country how important it is to disavow
the rule of man and to accept the rule
of law as the philosophy of government
that all people should abide by and
hearken to. And yet we suggest that 11
million people who are here illegally,
who broke our laws coming into this
country should be forgiven for that and
given citizenship, in fact, rewarded.
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Put them in line for citizenship
ahead of all those millions of people
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around this world who are reading the
words on the Statue of Liberty: ‘“‘Give
me your tired, your poor, your huddled
masses yearning to breathe free,”” and
say how do I do that, I want to go
there, I believe that the principles of
the United States of America are the
principles I want to live by; and I want
to leave my country, I want to disavow
any relationship, political relationship
that I have with the country of my
birth, and I want to start a new life in
America, as perhaps your grand-
parents, I know my grandparents did.

We are telling all of those people
every time we give them amnesty, we
are telling all of the people who are
waiting that they are suckers, and that
the better way to get into the United
States is to sneak in, stay under the
radar screen long enough, and we will
give you amnesty. It is a slap in the
face to the people who have done it the
right way, filled out the paperwork and
waited the appropriate length of time,
learned the language, learned our his-
tory, things we actually require of peo-
ple coming into the United States.
They did it right, and we are telling
them, you are suckers. You should
sneak in.

I know the allure is on our side. It is
like the drug issue. We say there is the
demand, there is always going to be the
supply. There is the demand for cheap
labor; and, therefore, they are going to
come. I understand that part of the
equation. I will be for any attempt on
the part of the government, we have
the laws, it is illegal to hire people who
are not citizens of the United States or
not here on the appropriate visa. It is
illegal. Recently we finally started ac-
tually cracking down. I know Tysons
Food and a couple of other big employ-
ers who acted covertly to bring work-
ers into the United States for cheap
labor are being fined. I would try to
dry up the demand, but that does not
excuse the supply. It does not excuse
the fact that people come here ille-
gally. We cannot reward them for that.

I am concerned because Monday, yes-
terday, President Vicente Fox said in a
speech in New York, it may have been
just a couple of days ago, President
Fox of Mexico said the number one lit-
mus test of our relationship with Mex-
ico will be our willingness in the
United States to give amnesty to the
people who are here illegally. The num-
ber one litmus test.

One needs to ask himself, why would
a President of one country demand
from a President of another country
the complete revulsion, if you will, of
our own laws? Why would they demand
that we ignore our own laws as a lit-
mus test for their friendship, while at
the same time, Mr. Speaker, at the
same time they are asking for our
friendship and declaring themselves to
be the best friends of America on the
continent?

We find that in calendar year 2001,
Mexican government border incursions.
Here is the seal of the President of the
United States. This is the slide that I
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was witness to, a slide presentation I
was witness to when I went down to
Douglas, Arizona. The briefing was pre-
sented by something called the HIDA,
High Intensity Drug Area, and it is all
of the agencies that get together and
try to control the flow of drugs into
the United States and the flow of
illegals into the United States.

In their presentation they showed me
this slide, and it says ‘‘Calendar year
2001, Mexican Government Border In-
cursions.” I said Mexican government
border incursions, what are you talk-
ing about? There were nine from the
Mexican military and 14 from the
Mexican police for a total of 23 in 2001.
When I had a little more discussion
about this, it turns out this is not
unique in the year 2001; we have had
over 100 such incursions over the last 7
or 8 years. The hundred have been doc-
umented. Many others go undocu-
mented, we are told by the border po-
lice.

Some of these incidents have resulted
in shots being fired by the Mexican
military. Some have resulted in con-
frontation when guns were drawn on
both sides, and finally people backed
off. You have to ask yourself, what
were they here for? What were mem-
bers of the Mexican military and Mexi-
can federal police doing in the United
States of America?

I called the State Department, and
they said they were probably Ilost.
Probably lost? I do not suppose anyone
wonders why we have 4,000 miles of bor-
der with Canada, much less defined, we
have 1,900 miles with the border of
Mexico, and we have at least 100 of
these incursions by the Mexican mili-
tary on the southern border, and I
called the Canadian desk in the State
Department and the Canadian Embassy
and said, How many times have we had
Canadian military wander into the
United States getting lost because they
could not find the line? They said
never.

I said, How many times has the Cana-
dian Mounted Police come riding
across the border chasing someone and
we found them in Detroit because they
just got too far? It is not happening.

I will tell Members why it is hap-
pening on the southern border. Unfor-
tunately, a large part of the Mexican
military and the Mexican police estab-
lishment are corrupt, and they are
coming across the border. Ask any
member of our service on the border,
any member of the border patrol there
on the spot, ask them why it is hap-
pening, and they will say they are com-
ing across to protect large shipments
of narcotics coming across the border.
Sometimes they come across to create
a diversion pulling our people away
from where that shipment is coming
through.

Mr. Speaker, 90,000 pounds, and this
is another slide. This is a gentleman
coming through carrying several bags
in these makeshift backpacks carrying
drugs. This 1is Coronado National
Monument, Arizona. This is May 7,
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2001. Most come 20 or 30 or 40 protected
by armed guards. In calendar year 2001,
11,300 seizures amounting to 2.476 mil-
lion pounds of marijuana; cocaine,
42,000. That is just in this particular
area, and I am just talking about the
Coronado National Forest area.

Now, is this the act, I ask, of a
friendly country? Why are we facing
this is because President Fox, who I be-
lieve is a man who is trying to do a
good job, I think he is an honest per-
son; but, unfortunately, I do not be-
lieve he controls his own government.
He certainly does not control some of
the most important parts of it, includ-
ing his own military. Corruption is so
endemic, it is so bad that the President
of that country cannot guarantee the
actions of his own military and/or fed-
eral police. It is a sad commentary. I
am sorry for him.

If I could wave a magic wand, Mexico
would be a place with enormous wealth
and a driving middle class, with every-
body having the same chance to
achieve their dreams and goals. But
there is nothing that I can do about
that, there is nothing that this body or
the President of the United States can
do to change the situation in Mexico.

The corruption is so endemic and it
is connected to a government that still
has connection to a socialist economic
theory. The government still owns the
oil company, for heaven’s sake. While
that is the case, while you have this
combination of socialistic thought and
socialistic economic thought and inter-
nal corruption, the economic pros-
perity of the nation will never, ever be
achieved; and there is nothing we can
do about it. No matter if we open the
border tomorrow and walk away from
every port of entry, which some would
like us to do, even take away the
barbed wire fence, for what little good
it does, and walk away from the bor-
der. That is what some people want.
Members know it is true. But it will
not change the situation in Mexico. It
will not be something that improves
the lives of the people down there.

I am concerned that the Mexican
government is not doing what is nec-
essary to help us control our own bor-
ders. I am concerned that they are not
helping us as the President asked them
to do so. The President said, If you are
not with us, you are against us. Then
why are they not patrolling their own
borders to stop incursions? Frankly,
people are coming in through Mexico,
not just Mexicans looking for jobs,
other nationalities, Middle Eastern.
One hundred ten Iranians were cap-
tured on a guy’s ranch in Texas all
dressed in string ties, white shirts and
black pants thinking they could blend
in, I guess.

This is a terrible problem connected
to our own national security. It is also
connected to the kind of country we
will be, how many people will be here,
the kind of environment we are going
to leave for our children. Will it all be
the environment that is today part of
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that national forest which has been de-
stroyed? Is that the kind of legacy that
we want to leave? I think not.

We have to reduce immigration into
this country. We have to reduce legal
immigration to a manageable number;
300,000 a year is plenty. We have to put
the same amount of effort into the pro-
tection of our borders as we put into
the prosecution of the war in Afghani-
stan and around the world. We have to
put the same degree of resources and
the same degree of commitment into
the defense of our own borders as we do
to the prosecution of the war halfway
around the world.

That may mean, as a matter of fact,
troops on our border and demands to
our neighbors, Canada and Mexico, to
help us patrol it. It is incumbent upon
us to do it, Mr. Speaker. It is our re-
sponsibility and no one else’s. The
States cannot do it. The Congress and
the President must provide the leader-
ship that the American people are de-
manding. We and the administration
have to stop turning a deaf ear to the
pleas of our countrymen to protect and
defend our borders.

——
O 2130

MIDDLE EAST CONFLICT

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
TIBERI). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 3, 2001, the
gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr.
HOEFFEL) is recognized for 60 minutes.

Mr. HOEFFEL. Mr. Speaker, I would
like to call to the attention of the
House the very serious problem that
exists in the Middle East and to report
back to the House with several col-
leagues this evening on a trip taken to
Israel the weekend before last to ex-
press solidarity with the people of
Israel and with the government of
Israel in light of the campaign of terror
that has been directed against them by
the Palestinians. We will be joined
later this evening by the gentleman
from Florida (Mr. DEUTSCH), who has
organized, or attempted to organize,
this evening an Oxford style debate be-
tween those of us who voted in favor of
a resolution to express solidarity with
the people of Israel and those few Mem-
bers of the House who voted in the neg-
ative on that question. Unfortunately,
those that opposed the resolution of
solidarity with Israel have chosen not
to participate in the debate this
evening.

It is unfortunate, Mr. Speaker. We
are missing an opportunity, I think, to
have a good debate and a good discus-
sion regarding the right of Israel to de-
fend herself and the position of Amer-
ica that in my view should be not to
try to limit Israel’s right of self-de-
fense. But I am happy to report that
the gentleman from Florida has ar-
rived, the organizer of the discussion
this evening and the man who tried to
organize this Oxford style debate to his
great credit.

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman
from Florida.
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Mr. DEUTSCH. Mr. Speaker, I appre-
ciate the gentleman yielding. We had
scheduled it for 9:30. It is about 9:30. As
you described, we made an offer and we
actually had an agreement this evening
to have an Oxford debate about the res-
olution. As many people who are
watching and obviously as Members,
we know that our normal debate that
we have is not really debate. People al-
most read statements and they read
them to each other and there is no dis-
course. I think those of us who sup-
ported the resolution, many of us sat
through literally several hours of de-
bate and at some level a great deal of
frustration, because people say things
that there really is no opportunity to
ask them to respond to try to clarify
their position or really even ask them
to defend their position. So we had set
up this where under the House rules
there is an opportunity for an Oxford
style debate to interact with Members.
We offered that opportunity and again,
I guess there were 21 Members that
voted against the resolution and 29
that did not vote. It is less than 15 per-
cent of the membership of the House,
but a sizable number of people.

We had the opportunity to cancel
this evening or go forward, and what
we thought we might do is in a sense
maybe try to even literally re-read
some of the arguments that the oppo-
nents of the resolution made and really
in an attempt to maybe flesh out what
their thoughts were. I think those of us
who will be here this evening defending
the resolution obviously find it hard to
articulate their positions. Maybe they
are in fact positions that cannot be ar-
ticulated.

I would like to start maybe this
evening and read one and I have a num-
ber of quotes from opponents of the
resolution and there is no point in
mentioning names but you might re-
member this one. It was in a poem that
was spoken by a good friend and a good
colleague of ours whom I respect on so
many issues but I was extraordinarily
disappointed with his comments.

By poem he stated, ‘‘Oh, little town
of Bethlehem, we witness and we cry,
Israelis and Palestinians, both practice
eye for eye.”

Perhaps the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania would want to respond to that
statement.

Mr. HOEFFEL. What struck me as
off-target with that statement was the
notion that there is some kind of
equivalence here between the behavior
of the Palestinians and the behavior of
the Israelis. Our colleague who said
that, who is a fine Member of this
House, seems to feel that there is some
moral equivalence between the actions
of the two sides that he stated. That
does not persuade me, Mr. Speaker, be-
cause what we are seeing on the side of
the Palestinians are acts of terror di-
rected intentionally against innocent,
unarmed Israeli civilians, men, women
and children. What we are seeing from
the Israeli side are acts of self-defense,
military acts by the armed forces of

May 14, 2002

Israel, but acts that are not designed
to kill Palestinian civilians in some
kind of retribution but acts by the
Israeli army to defend Israel.

Mr. DEUTSCH. If the gentleman will
yield, I think there are so many par-
allels between what the Israelis did
with their incursion into the West
Bank areas and what the United States
did with our incursion into Afghani-
stan. This poem, I think, would in a
sense give the same moral equivalency
to the murderers who attacked the
World Trade Center and the Pentagon
and the plane that crashed in Pennsyl-
vania with the United States military
action in Afghanistan and really trying
to set up a moral equivalency of that.
There is a fundamental difference.

Again, these are different Members
that spoke during the debate. I am
going to quote another Member: I
thought there was one thing that
might turn the tide in this struggle
and it was a horrible tragedy in the end
of March.” And he showed a picture
that actually was on the cover of News-
week magazine, I believe, of two young
girls.

“Look at these two young women.
They look like sisters. One, Ayat al-
AXkhras, 18, was a suicide bomber who
killed Rachel Levy at the grocery
store, age 17. I thought that both sides
would be so appalled by this unbeliev-
able tragedy and see the hopelessness
of this that they might turn toward
peace. But, no, that has not happened
there.”

If we can, maybe if the gentleman
from New York (Mr. WEINER) can re-
spond.

Mr. WEINER. If the gentleman from
Pennsylvania will yield, what is inter-
esting, I would say to the gentleman
from Florida, that that dynamic has
been portrayed several times in the
media, that there are so many parallels
between the 17-year-old that straps dy-
namite to his or her chest and the 17-
year-old that might have been taken as
an innocent victim. But the fact of the
matter is that that suicide bomber,
that homicide bomber, is bringing the
Palestinian people further, not closer,
to their objective of having a home-
land. I do not think any of us would
agree in this body that if the Palestin-
ians announced and did more than an-
nounce, they actually began to operate
without violence and to sit down and
really negotiate for a Palestinian
homeland, if they would have done that
arguably years and years ago, it would
be a reality today.

We have to recognize one thing that
some of my colleagues did not recog-
nize in the debate. Someone who blows
themselves up and anyone around them
blows them to bits is not engaged in
political speech. They are not engaged
in debate. They are not furthering the
cause of bringing the two sides to-
gether. What they are doing is mur-
dering people.

We have to recognize what some-
times often gets overlooked is this no-
tion that someone who is engaged in
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suicide bombing is acting out of des-
peration that was created by another
set of instances. There are all kinds of
circumstances in the world that have
been resolved without suicide bombing.
In fact, most political conflicts in the
world, thank God, do not result in one
group of people attacking the civilians
of the other side.

Mr. HOEFFEL. Would the gentleman
agree that the whole phrase of suicide
bombing is also missing the point here?
When I hear the phrase ‘‘suicide bomb-
er,” I think one person committed sui-
cide. I think the gentleman used a sep-
arate phrase a minute ago that is a lot
more illustrative of what is actually
happening here.

Mr. WEINER. Let me give an exam-
ple and the gentlemen in their most re-
cent visit, I am sure, visited some vic-
tims in the hospital. I had the oppor-
tunity to visit a 15-year-old girl who
was the victim of a homicide bomber.
She was not killed, thank God, but she
showed me her x-ray that included in it
18 hexagonal nuts that was packed
around dynamite that were used as
projectiles projected into her young
body. This is savagery. This is not
something that brings the debate any
closer to closure. It is not something
that brings the two sides closer.

Mr. DEUTSCH. If I could interject,
again I am trying to bring quotes in
from the debate against the resolution
and this is again from a very esteemed
colleague of ours, someone whom all
three of us I know respect a great deal,
but his statement was, and I am
quoting, ‘‘Generations of Palestinians
and Israelis have suffered in the region,
but the violence of the Israeli-Pales-
tinian conflict cannot be examined or
addressed in isolation of decades of oc-
cupation of millions of Palestinians.”

I think it ties directly to what you
are saying, that in some way occupa-
tion justifies suicide bombings.

Mr. WEINER. We heard similar lan-
guage throughout some quarters of the
Arab world in reaction to September
11, is that this is what happens if you
do not have an energy policy we like or
a foreign policy or an agricultural pol-
icy, we send 15 suicide bombers to mur-
der 3,000 Americans. We have to recog-
nize, and we have to be able to sepa-
rate. This is at its fundamental ele-
ment a complex and gut-wrenching dis-
pute over land. It is difficult. We have
difficult political subtexts. We have
biblical subtexts. We have historical
subtexts. But these things cannot be
resolved in an environment where one
side is attacking the other side in the
most savage and most despicable ways.

Mr. DEUTSCH. I think one of the in-
teresting things, just in response to
that exact point is that at the Camp
David negotiations the Israelis were
willing to give up and, in fact, offered
97 or 98 percent of the West Bank and
Gaza and if you include some of the
transfer of land in the Negev, effec-
tively 100 percent of the land mass that
is in a sense occupied. That was offered
and it was rejected. So if the cause of
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the disturbance is occupation, the
Israelis offered to end the occupation.

Mr. WEINER. I would go even further
than that. You do not need to go to
Camp David at September of 2000. You
can go to the Oslo process that began
in 1993 that had the Israeli government
entering into an agreement to end the
occupation, to not only begin to foster
democracy in the Palestinian region
but to fund it. Many of the guns being
used against Israeli soldiers today were
provided by the Israelis because the
Palestinians said we need a police
force. The Israelis not only gave them
uniforms and gave them funding but
gave them the actual guns. You can go
back to 1948, the birth of the Jewish
state, where it was the Israelis who
were prepared to say, listen, we will
take a divided neighborhood, essen-
tially, if it guarantees us peace. You
can look at the Wye River agreement.
You can look at the Mitchell plan. You
can look at the Tenet plan. You can
look at plan after plan where it was the
Israelis who said yes, and it was the
Palestinians that said no. But they
said no because the only thing that it
really was predicated on was peaceful
coexistence, which leads one to believe
that ultimately the Palestinian people
themselves have to make a decision.
They have to make a decision, do they
want to continue to cross swords or do
they ultimately want their own state?

I think the Members who are here on
the floor would agree that if this was a
peaceful struggle, it would have re-
sulted in a Palestinian state genera-
tions ago.

Mr. DEUTSCH. It is funny, not funny
but tragic, that if it was a Martin Lu-
ther King instead of a Yasser Arafat or
a Gandhi instead of an Arafat, I think
you are absolutely correct because the
majority and even with the vote by the
Likud Central Committee, which I
think was a political statement, I as
recently as today read polls of the
Israeli public. The vast majority of
Israelis support a two-state solution
because they understand that is a solu-
tion, that there is a puzzle fit that
works. That will happen at some point
in time when there is a partner to en-
gage in that solution.
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The chart that I have up now, one of
the things, had we been in an Oxford
debate and had the other side showed
up, was really the first chart that I was
going to put up for today, and it is hard
to read and hopefully the television
camera is focusing in on it. But the
Israeli incursion occurred on March 31.
Prior to March 31, as many of my col-
leagues remember, starting literally 11
days or 12 days or 13 days before, there
was a series of suicide bombings actu-
ally starting in March: March 2, March
5, March 7, March 9, March 17, March
20, March 21. March 27 was the so-
called Passover bombing in Netanya
where 27 Israelis were killed; and then
the 29th, and then actually on the 31st
was in Haifa, the restaurant that the
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gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr.
HOEFFEL) and I visited or, actually, the
gentleman from Georgia (Mr. KING-
STON) and I visited. The gentleman
from Pennsylvania (Mr. HOEFFEL) was
actually at another place in that pe-
riod when we were in Israel, but that
we visited on that trip that occurred
on the 31st. Then after that series of
suicide bombings, killing over 100 peo-
ple, I could count them up, close to 100
people, maybe 150 people during that
amount of time, one of the numbers
that I have talked about on several oc-
casions, and I will put this chart up
just to reiterate that, Israel in terms of
population is about one-sixtieth, one-
fiftieth, one-sixtieth the size of the
United States of America. We are
about 300 million plus people, 5 million
plus, and the equivalent, just in terms
of population, when 50 Israelis are
killed, it is the equivalent of 9-11 to
the United States of America. I am de-
scribing March. It was the equivalent
of three September 11ths.

Now, we know what the United
States did after September 11. We went
6,000 miles to a country and appro-
priately, and I do not think there is a
Member of this Chamber who did not
support, I do not think effectively as
Americans we did not support what we
did. Can we expect anything less for
the Israelis to do, when three Sep-
tember 11ths occurred in the month of
March in their country. I think that is
the justification. I mean if a country is
not protecting its citizens from death,
from terrorism; I mean that is our fun-
damental role as government, and that
is what they did. In a sense, they did
not have a choice. The Israelis do not
want to be in Bethlehem or Nabulus or
Jenin any more than the United States
wants to be in Afghanistan. We do not
want to be in Afghanistan, but we are
there for the reason that we have to be
there, the same way they have to be
there.

Mr. WEINER. Mr. Speaker, if the
gentleman will yield, something else
that is important to keep in mind, in
that period from October 2000 to today
the Israeli government and the Israeli
people have not only been fighting ter-
ror by military means, almost at the
same time and, frankly, almost in a
counterintuitive way, given the way we
have handled our attack since Sep-
tember 11, is that they have continued
to keep the doors open to negotiation.

For example, when former Senator
George Mitchell, who has some experi-
ence in negotiating peace in difficult
parts of the world, when he traveled
there, he came up with some principles
of a plan, essentially to start a frame-
work to get back to peace. It was the
Israelis who said, although it asked for
very difficult concessions from the
Israelis, including lifting up the roots
of many Israeli families and moving
them out of their homes, the Israelis
said yes. The Palestinians, who had to
do essentially one thing, which was to
stop bombing and stop firing, they said
no.
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Then we sent CIA Director Tenet
over to the area to see if they could
perhaps get the wheels started to the
Mitchell plan. Once again, asked tough
things of the Israelis, including loos-
ening up border crossings at a time
when they knew terrorists were coming
through those borders, Israelis said yes
and the Palestinians said no. Even
when Vice President CHENEY and Sec-
retary of State Powell visited the area
to try to negotiate peace, it was the
Israelis who expressed a willingness
and the Palestinians who would not re-
lent in their violence. In fact, some of
the worst violence in the area on the
part of the Palestinians have come
when U.S. emissaries, trying to nego-
tiate peace, have been there.

So at the same time, while a great
deal of attention has been called to the
fact of Israel going door to door trying
to rout out terrorism, it should not be
ignored that even in that context, even
in the context of all of the carnage
over the last 18 months, the Israeli peo-
ple and their government have still
said, do you want to make peace? We
are ready to do it. I think that is to
their great credit.

Imagine for a moment if bin Laden or
Mullah Omar presented himself next
week and said, you know what? I want
to negotiate. I want to negotiate the
peace here. Maybe if the United States
gives up Texas and Louisiana, I will
leave you alone, and I do not just say
that because they are Republican
areas, I would say to the Speaker, we
are prepared to have a negotiation. We
would laugh at it. Yet, in Israel, de-
spite the carnage that they have had,
they have been negotiating at the same
time, hoping against hope that the Pal-
estinian people would choose Dpeace
over violence.

Mr. HOEFFEL. Mr. Speaker, if I
could give the gentleman an individual
example of that spirit of the Israelis,
that willingness to remain positive and
to maintain their humanity in the face
of this horror, let me tell my col-
leagues about Gila Weiss, a former con-
stituent of mine who graduated from
high school in my district in 1988 when
she was known as Jennifer Weiss. Her
parents still live in my district, Fred
and Susan Weiss. Jennifer moved to
Israel, changed her name to Gila, and
is making her life there. On April 19,
2002, she was shopping at the Jewish
market the Friday before Sabbath, fin-
ished making her purchases, walked to
the bus to get the bus back to her
apartment and, as she was approaching
the arriving bus, a woman stepped off
the bus and blew herself up. She killed
6 people, wounded 40, Gila among them,
using a suicide vest such as is pictured
in the photo of the gentleman from
Florida (Mr. DEUTSCH) that I know he
wants to talk about in just a minute.
But let me just tell my colleagues
about Gila.

She survived that blast, shredded
with shrapnel; her eyesight is still in
jeopardy today, but the doctors are op-
timistic that she will make a full re-
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covery and she will recover from the
wounds that the shrapnel caused. When
the gentleman from Florida (Mr.
DEUTSCH) and I visited the hospital on
our trip to Israel, Gila was there to
greet us, showing incredible spirit, and
indicated, without even being prompt-
ed, that in the face of this terror that
she had faced and incredibly survived,
that she did not harbor hatred herself
toward her attackers; the individual,
now dead, or the Palestinian people or
leaders that sent that bomber to that
bus stop in Jerusalem.

When I returned from my trip, I gave
a report to my district and asked Mrs.
Weiss, Susan Weiss, to be with me. She
talked about the injuries and the ter-
rible ordeal that Gila had been
through, and her parents, and then
Susan Weiss, unprompted, told the as-
sembled press corps in the suburbs of
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania that she
harbored no animosity, that she felt
that we had to move forward and try to
figure out some way someday, some-
how to return this process to peace.
Recognizing the need for defense now,
recognizing the need for safety now,
the security of Israel being paramount,
but both Gila and her mother were pre-
pared, even though they have suffered
the worst kind of experience with ter-
ror, prepared to move forward to try to
reach peace.

Mr. WEINER. Mr. Speaker, one of the
things that is important about the
story that the gentleman has just told,
the Israeli people, because of their fun-
damental belief in democracy, some-
thing that our country shares and
something that over 373 Members of
Congress recognized when the resolu-
tion passed, on the other side of this
debate is a group of people, the Pal-
estinians who, in their schoolbooks, in
their classrooms, even on their tele-
vision screens, are preaching hatred.

The gentleman from Florida (Mr.
DEUTSCH) made the mention of Nelson
Mandela as a peacemaker. One does not
have to go that far. One can look in
that same region of the world not so
long ago and look at the courageous
stand of Anwar Sadat. One of the first
things he did when preparing the Egyp-
tian people who had been in a hateful,
passionate war with the Israelis, one of
the first things that he did as a sign of
his courage that ultimately led to his
death, is he turned to his own people in
Arabic on Egyptian television and said,
look, it is in our interests to make
peace. We do not do it because we like
them. We do not do it because we like
their presence in the area, but it is be-
cause it is in our interests.

On the other hand, despite the re-
quirement in the Oslo Accords that
they stop teaching hate in their school-
books, they stop teaching hate to their
children, the seeds of hate keep getting
planted every day. This morning, if you
flip on Palestinian TV during the car-
toon hour, you will see commercials
aimed at young children that have a
playful song that says, put down your
books, take up your arms, directed at
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young children. We see protests in
Nabulus. We have parents with their
children on their shoulders, children
like in all of our districts, except in
these cases they have pretend suicide
bomb belts around their waists.

The thing that I fear the most is irre-
spective of our intentions, irrespective
of the feelings of the people of Israel
and irrespective of even the best in-
stinct of the Palestinian people, the
seeds of hate that we are planting
today among Palestinian children will
take a generation to eradicate. That is
the fundamental difference here. Some-
one should be held responsible for that,
and I think that person should be that
of the Palestinian Authority, Yasser
Arafat.

Mr. DEUTSCH. Mr. Speaker, if the
gentleman can yield for a second, try-
ing to keep this in somewhat of a de-
bate without another side being here,
which I almost feel we should have an
empty chair like they sometimes do in
political debates when the other side
does not show up. But it is interesting,
much has been made in terms of who
voted against it, why they voted
against it, but there were Democrats
and Republicans. Again, less than 15
percent of the Congress, but I am going
to quote from one of our Republican
colleagues and the quote is, ‘“If we are
going to bring peace to that troubled
region, we must be scrupulously hon-
est. There are piles of bodies in the
Middle East, many of the victims of
noncombatants, and both sides of the
conflict have engaged in the slaughter
of innocents.”

Someone said that from the floor of
this Chamber not that long ago, a week
and a half ago. I see the gentleman
from New York (Mr. WEINER) shaking
his head no. Now he has an opportunity
to respond.

Mr. WEINER. Mr. Speaker, I would
say to the gentleman from Florida, and
this is something that is easily
verified, there has not been a single in-
stance in the history of the conflict
where, with the possible exception
being the preemptive strike in the war
of 1967 that the Israelis have initiated
violence. When we see these images on
television of kids throwing stones at
Israeli soldiers and Israeli soldiers re-
sponding, invariably those are orga-
nized efforts by Palestinian protestors
to engage in a highly publicized ex-
change.

There is not anyone who believes, for
example, that the Israeli military had
any interest in going into Ramallah,
for example, knocking on doors look-
ing for terrorists, had it not been for
the fact that there had been horrific
slaughters of innocent victims, includ-
ing those observing the Passover holi-
day.

Mr. DEUTSCH. Mr. Speaker, if the
gentleman will yield, one of the things
that I guess is frustrating, having sat
on this floor and listened to the debate
is the simple distinction that the gen-
tleman is making. It is so frustrating
that these are well educated, well
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thought of, thoughtful colleagues who
have made these statements that I am
reading word for word out of the CON-
GRESSIONAL RECORD on the debate.
When the Israelis went into Jenin or
for that matter Ramallah or for that
matter other locations, because I
talked a couple of minutes ago about
the reason for the incursion, that there
was this horrific activity occurring at
monumental levels in their society.

One of the things that we witnessed
in our visit to Israel was in a sense the
proof on the other side, and this is one
of many pictures that we have. One of
the opportunities we had was to view
just a fraction of the weapons that
were seized during the incursion, about
10 percent of the weapons. In this
Chamber, if we added all the weapons
that we saw, it would probably fill this
entire Chamber. Weapons of mortars,
and I will show some additional pic-
tures of machine guns and sniper rifles.
But I think the most evil was literally
witnessing suicide vests, and they are
not kids creating suicide vests. I mean
as we saw them, and my colleagues can
see in the picture, they are commer-
cially made. We actually saw different
versions, summer versions, winter
versions, autumn versions so that they
would not be seen. But, in a sense, that
is the proof of why.

I guess the frustration that an intel-
ligent person could make a statement
like that or make some of the other
statements that I have read, not to dis-
tinguish; in the United States, we call
it collateral damage. In our military
action, in fact our ongoing military ac-
tion in Afghanistan, there have been
innocents who have died. We did not go
house to house in Tora Bora. We
bombed, as we should, absolutely as we
should, as was appropriate and with
the knowledge that there would be
some collateral damage because of the
risks involved and the morality in-
volved in terms of doing it, it was abso-
lutely appropriate. The Israelis could
have attacked Jenin the way we at-
tacked Tora Bora. They could have
bombed from the air without risking
lives. There is no question that a num-
ber of Israelis, a significant number of
Israeli soldiers died because of the ef-
fort that they made. I do not doubt,
and in fact I am sure, there were inno-
cents who were Kkilled in the action in
Jenin. But I think not to understand
there is a fundamental difference be-
tween someone being Kkilled in that ac-
tion where, by all accounts, the Israeli
defense forces’ efforts to make sure
that civilians were not Kkilled are mini-
mized. I mean there are just so many
specific accounts. In fact, before the
soldiers went into the battle, their or-
ders were to do everything possible,
put their own lives at risk in terms of
avoiding collateral damage. One thing
also, I mean there is a whole different
viewpoint when it does occur. The atti-
tude of the Israeli defense force is not
just remorse, but it is a horrific situa-
tion. It is tragic. There is no words
that can possibly compensate.
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But the entire attitude is a totally
different attitude. The efforts of a meg-
aphone to tell people to get out. Give
them another chance to get out. Give
them a third chance to get out. Tell
them what is going to happen if they
do not get out and give them every op-
portunity to get out. And yet we are
hearing colleagues say that is the same
as a murder bomber.

Mr. HOEFFEL. If the gentleman
would yield, what our colleague is
missing is the intention behind the ac-
tions. The actions of the Palestinians
when they commit terror, they are in-
tending to kill innocent civilians and
the Israelis are intending to defend
themselves. That is the fundamental
difference.

The action that the gentleman de-
scribes and both gentlemen have re-
ferred to, the military incursion into
Jenin and other areas of the West Bank
first was designed to stop the terror
from continuing to come against
Israel. It certainly was taken at great
risk to members of the Israeli defense
forces and 22 Israeli soldiers died in
Jenin and had the Israelis chosen to
bomb I doubt any Israeli soldiers would
have died. But it also uncovered an ex-
traordinary number of weapons, as the
gentleman has mentioned, most of
them in complete violation to the Oslo
Accord that the gentleman from New
York (Mr. WEINER) described.

The Palestinian police under Oslo
were allowed to maintain handguns, ri-
fles and AK-47s.

Mr. DEUTSCH. If the gentleman
would yield, this is as he witnessed
himself, and this is just a very small
cache of mortars which obviously are
illegal under the Oslo Accord.

Mr. HOEFFEL. Exactly right. That is
a very good picture illustrating the
point.

What the Israelis seized were anti-
tank missiles, rocket-propelled gre-
nades, mortars, rockets, all in com-
plete violation of the Oslo Accord. All
there, as our friend, the gentleman
from Georgia (Mr. KINGSTON), said, who
identified himself as a sportsman, not
there for sporting purposes, not there
for hunting game during the doe season
with a license from your local State
government, but they are to kill peo-
ple. That was the purpose of those
weapons.

And the suicide vest that the gen-
tleman identified a few pictures ago
was the exact type of vest used in an
attempt to kill Gila Weiss and that did
kill six of the people that she was
standing around with, total strangers.

Mr. DEUTSCH. Again, I will try to
use some of these posters today, but
this again is a sample of literally weap-
ons, just a fraction of the weapons col-
lected that could fill this Chamber,
machine guns, sniper rifles, mortar
guns, anti-tank weapons, none of which
were allowed under the Oslo agree-
ment.

Mr. WEINER. If the gentleman would
yield for a question. Perhaps you can
offer a little bit more explanation.
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One of things that came up fre-
quently on the floor among the oppo-
nents of the resolution was that we
have to foster an environment where
the moderate Arab nations could help a
peace take hold in the Middle East.
Perhaps the gentleman could explain
to the Members where those weapons
came from. Did they not come from a
so-called moderate Arab state? And I
am curious as to whether it seems like
the export of someone who is inter-
ested in peace in the region.

Mr. DEUTSCH. As we reviewed them,
we asked exactly those questions.
Some of them were stolen Israeli weap-
ons. Some of them were American
weapons stolen or gotten through a
third party. A lot of them were smug-
gled either through the tunnels from
the Sinai into Gaza. Some of them,
Israelis have very good information to
believe that they were actually smug-
gled in Yassar Arafat’s helicopter. So
the weapons came from a variety of dif-
ferent sources.

Mr. WEINER. What about the Karin-
A?

Mr. DEUTSCH. The Karin-A is a to-
tally different issue which we can talk
about. I think it is a significant issue
as well. As the gentleman is well
aware, the Karin-A was a ship that
Israeli commandos captured that had
$20 million of weapons in it and had
some very sophisticated weapons right
off the shelf from Iran, including rock-
et launchers, rockets, not just mortars
but rockets. The equivalents of our
TOW missiles.

I actually have some pictures be-
cause we reviewed not just the weap-
ons, these were weapons that were
seized in the West Bank up to this
point; they were weapons that were lit-
erally seized during the military incur-
sion. And that in a sense, just these
weapons are success or proof of the
right and the necessity of the incursion
because the suicide belt we saw in the
previous picture, that suicide belt was
not made to be put in a museum. It lit-
erally was made to be used. And the
capture of that one belt prevented that
one belt from being used, and we do not
know how many lives and how many
tragedies, and literally the tragedies
are each one is as painful as we can
possibly imagine in terms of human
condition.

Did the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania (Mr. HOEFFEL) want to add some-
thing to that?

Mr. HOEFFEL. Well, the enormity of
this, it is hard to appreciate unless you
see the weapons. And the great variety,
from brand-new modern weapons never
used before seized from the Karin-A
with an attempt to smuggle them in
from Iran, to old battered, well-worn
weapons that the Palestinians have ob-
viously been using for years and years
to homemade weapons, weapons made
with sections of water pipe and sling-
shots for the firing pins to set off the
ammunition put in these homemade
weapons. An absolutely staggering
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commitment to mayhem, to using vio-
lent means to try to win their political
goals.

The enormity of the terror is hard to
grasp unless you see the weapons, un-
less you talk to the families of the vic-
tims, unless you see the locations of
the terror bombings in Jerusalem as we
did on our walking tour. And when we
hear the stories of the families and the
human tragedies of innocents dying,
not soldiers dying in combat for their
country but innocents.

We have heard the story of Michal
and Malka, two 15-year-old friends, in-
separable, went to school together,
lived next door to each other, had
known each other since both were ba-
bies, 15 years old. They snuck off to get
some pizza last August at the Sbarro
restaurant in downtown Jerusalem and
got blown to kingdom come. Their par-
ents buried them side by side where
they will rest forever.

That is hard to understand. It is hard
to appreciate the horror for those fami-
lies and hard to understand how any-
body can justify such action. You can
have the world’s most difficult griev-
ance; you can be really ticked off about
something, and feel that the other guy
is causing you a lot of aggravation, but
how can you ever justify murdering in-
nocent civilians?

Mr. WEINER. If the gentleman will
yield, there is a broader political point
here as well. And that is the Israelis
have arguably tried everything under
the sun to deter these kinds of attacks.
That did not work. Now they are doing
what they can to respond.

Some in the Chamber last week or 10
days ago in arguing against the resolu-
tion said perhaps we should recognize
the grievance of the suicide bomber, sit
down at the table and negotiate with
them.

What lesson does that send to the
next guy who is going to fly a plane
into a tall building in the TUnited
States? What lesson does that teach
the person who is sitting at home in
Nablus or in Jenin about whether or
not they should go and take up vio-
lence, not only against Israel but
against the United States or anyone
else with whom they might have a
grievance.

We have to be very careful when we
do what sometimes happens in the
State Department here in the United
States and we offer this sense of we
kind of understand where they are
coming from when they blow up a
bunch of children in a shopping center.
I believe we embolden further attacks.
I believe we make it steadily, piece by
piece, part of the political debate. It
was truly mindboggling for me to lis-
ten to it. And we should stress very few
Members of this Chamber, the gen-
tleman showed pictures of his visit to
Democrats, to Republicans, over-
whelmingly from all regions of this
country, this House and stood up and
said we understand what Israel is fac-
ing. We support her in perhaps one of
the strongest pro-Israel resolutions
this House has ever passed.
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Imagine for a moment if we did it.
Imagine if we were a little more luke-
warm and said, maybe we see the beef
that the Palestinians have when they
engage in suicide bombings. That cre-
ates more violence. I remember dis-
tinctly in June of 2001, Tel Aviv
discoteque bombing. Horrific event.
Someone gets in line at a discoteque on
a Saturday night, teenagers all around,
blows themselves up, blows up over a
dozen young people around them.
Quickly the United States, even the
European community, which has never
been very friendly to Israel, editorial
pages everywhere said how outrageous,
how disgusting it truly was. What hap-
pened? Israel did not respond imme-
diately, and the Palestinians also rec-
ognized, you know what, we have gone
too far. We are no longer getting sym-
pathy and now people are recognizing
how bloodthirsty we appear to be. It
created a week, maybe 10 days of quiet.

When we strongly condemn these
things, when we do not prevaricate,
when we do not equivocate, when we do
not draw these lines of equivalency
that somehow justify the lines of ter-
rorism, we save lives. That is some-
thing people have to understand. When
they stand here, it almost sounds as if
they are justifying the violence. In the
quotes that the gentleman from Flor-
ida (Mr. DEUTSCH) read, I think it real-
ly does embolden some 15-year-old
young person to say, maybe this is the
way I will get my meaning; and they
will be the next homicide bomber. As
we have seen from these weapons, and
I have said it on this floor before, this
is a problem for Israel, true. But just
the way a katusha rocket can shoot
down an El Al plane, it can shoot down
a Continental Airlines plane, God for-
bid, or a U.S. Airlines plane, God for-
bid.

The same people who are getting
these weapons, because they think
murder is a way to get their means, be-
lieve me, we are not miles and miles
away as we learned on September 11.

Mr. DEUTSCH. Let me read, these
are different Members, every quote so
far this evening has been from a dif-
ferent Member. I will read from an-
other Member: “We in this body have a
constitutional responsibility to protect
the national security of the United
States. This one-sided intervention in a
far-off war has the potential to do
great harm to our national security.”

I think that is exactly the point that
the gentleman is making. That if some-
one is saying that, what is the implica-
tion, that there really is a duality,
that there is both sides? And I think
what was said is that for an act of ter-
ror, an act of killing innocents there
are no two sides.

This is just a follow-up. Literally
just another pick of weapons seized and
there are more and there are more and
there are more. The gentleman from
New York (Mr. WEINER) asked just a
comment on the Karin-A issue, and I
thought since it is a relevant event, in
a sense it was not directly tied to the
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incursion, but it gives a sense of the
context to the Palestinian Authority
and Yassar Arafat personally.

The weapons on the Karin-A were $20
million of weapons but literally weap-
ons off the shelf of munitions factories
in Iran. Mortars, as we see, large mor-
tars of different dimensions for dif-
ferent distances, rockets, the equiva-
lent of the United States TOW missiles,
which are missiles that can be shot and
steered after they are shot, anti-tank
weapons that were made out of plastic
so they cannot be detected, a very so-
phisticated operation that the United
States and the Israelis and the world
has not denied that Yassar Arafat’s di-
rect involvement in the purchase and
the logistics of these weapons.

The sophistication of the weapons in
a sense is highlighted by this con-
tainer. All of the weapons that were
seized on the Karin-A were actually in
containers like this, which are water-
tight containers. In fact, some of the
weapons were actually modified so that
they could fit inside these containers.
And the containers themselves were
very sophisticated in that they had a
specially built compressed-air-water
compartment that would actually be
able to have the containers set at a
certain depth in the Mediterranean Sea
so they could then be picked up later
on with this buoy attachment. And
that in fact could have escalated the
conflict dramatically. Every weapon
there was in violation of Oslo. Every
weapon that was there was in violation
of Oslo.

Mr. HOEFFEL. I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding. I could not agree
more. The violation of law and the
agreement represented by these weap-
ons really goes a long way towards
showing the attitude of the Palestin-
ians toward the agreement that they
made and their intention for their fu-
ture use in the Middle East.

The other thing that was quite per-
suasive to our group were the docu-
ments that the Israelis seized from the
Palestinian Authority offices in the
West Bank during the military incur-
sion. Documents were seized in Arabic
showing how the terrorists are funded,
showing how the Saudis make pay-
ments to the terrorists and the fami-
lies of terrorists, showing how Yassar
Arafat’s organization submits memos
to him recommending that payments
be made to a list of what they
euphemistically call ‘‘freedom fight-
ers.”” That would be in American
English ‘‘terrorists.”” And how Yassar
Arafat signs off on those memos asking
for certain levels of funding.
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In most cases he reduces the pay-
ments to be made to each individual,
but there are signed documents show-
ing to my satisfaction certainly, that
Arafat has been directing terror. Cer-
tainly through the Fatah organization,
the Tanzim and Al Agsa Martyrs Bri-
gades that he commands as head of
Fatah, and these documents and the



May 14, 2002

gentleman has a picture up, and I
would yield back to the gentleman in
just a second, the documents plus the
seized weapons certainly make clear to
me that Yasser Arafat has been direct-
ing terror in the Middle East.

I am happy to yield back to the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. DEUTSCH).

Mr. DEUTSCH. Mr. Speaker, I think
the issue of the day and I think in a
sense maybe if we move beyond the res-
olution and I think in a sense we have
debated against the empty seat and we
have debated successfully.

Mr. HOEFFEL. Would the gentleman
agree we won the debate?

Mr. DEUTSCH. Mr. Speaker, I think
in the environment we are at we won
when we entered the Chamber and I
think it is important, and I hope there
is a discourse because clearly a number
of our colleagues, again less than
around 10 percent or so, articulated a
position which I am just disappointed,
and I think it is by lack of informa-
tion, it is a lack of thought, lack of
really thinking through the actual con-
ditions of what occurred.

We would not talk about moral
equivalency with the United States
war in Afghanistan, and the similarity
parallels are very real in terms of what
the Israelis are doing, and as we both
have said, there should be a Yasser
Arafat exemption to the war on ter-
rorism?

I would like to follow up though, and
really, the issue of the day is should
the Israelis continue to negotiate with
Yasser Arafat? Is he the negotiating
partner to try to get to the resolution
of the conflict, and as the gentleman
said, not only did the Israelis seize a
huge amount of sophisticated weapons
in their incursions and suicide belts
and other things, but a huge amount of
documents, which at this point in time
no one is refuting the authenticity.

In fact, we met the parents of a sol-
dier who actually downloaded some of
the documents and was killed in a sub-
sequent action, and he told his parents
about it. So I do not think there was a
scam of him telling his parents about
what he did.

No one at this point is really ques-
tioning literally the authenticity of
the document that is blown up on this
chart and in Yasser Arafat’s hand-
writing, which again no one is ques-
tioning at this point in time, is exactly
what the gentleman described. It is a
request to Yasser Arafat from a senior
Fatah activist, Hassan al Sheik, for
payments of $2,500 for three known ter-
rorists. I mean, people who are on
Israel’s most wanted list who the
Israelis knew were involved in previous
terrorist actions, in fact, through the
Israelis, subsequently eliminated, and
a request for $2,500. Chairman Arafat,
as my colleague had mentioned, says
allocate $600 to each of them in his own
handwriting directly involved in that
payment.

There are other documents. This is a
longer list of 12 people who were in-
volved in terrorist activities and for
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this group, I do not see the exact
amount, but again, with Arafat’s signa-
ture, it is a $350 payment for terrorist
activities.

Mr. HOEFFEL. Mr. Speaker, let me
ask the gentleman, does he think those
payments are for putting a roof on Ara-
fat’s house?

Mr. DEUTSCH. I think what is clear
is they are what they are.

Mr. HOEFFEL. Can there be any
question about what those payments
are authorized for, what the purpose
behind them is?

Mr. DEUTSCH. They are what they
are. Arafat, he was not a terrorist 10
years ago or 5 years ago or a year. He
is still a terrorist. He was engaged in
terrorist activity continuously, and his
words might sound nice at this point in
time, but it is not ancient history to go
back.

Here is a document, a request from
the Al Agsa Martyr troops for money
to the Palestinian Authority, and as
shocking as each of the things are in
terms of weapons, in terms of posters
for suicide bombers, there is a specific
request for 700 shekels, and I am read-
ing it directly, this is for detonators
for suicide bombers. We need every
week five to nine explosive charges.
Five to nine explosive charges every
week, 700 shekels per week, directly to
the PA by Al Aqgsa Martyrs Brigade,
people who are literally perpetrating
the suicide bombs.

Mr. HOEFFEL. Mr. Speaker, the doc-
uments do indeed speak for themselves
and leave one just no choice but to con-
clude that Yasser Arafat has directed
terror, that he has in the past and he
presently is, and the question is for
this House, for this country what needs
to be done in order to stop this activ-
ity.

It seems to me, I know the gen-
tleman and I have discussed this, that
there must be a recognition that
Arafat, other Palestinians and the
leaders of the Arab league must declare
that terror must be renounced, that vi-
olence must be renounced and they
must do this in word and deed. They
have done it in word, but the docu-
ments that the gentleman has and the
photographs of the weapons indicate
that indeed they are still involved in
terror and in financing terror.

Mr. DEUTSCH. This is going to be
the last document and there is more,
but this is dated March 24, 2002, and
during the stage of these operations,
and this is a copy of minutes of a meet-
ing at the Ramallah headquarters, and
Chairman Arafat is in attendance at
this meeting along with Hamas, and
the statements in the minutes of the
meeting in Arabic are such that Chair-
man Arafat is upset that there was a
bombing inside the green line when
General Zinni was in Israel, and the in-
ference is they would have preferred
the bombing outside the green line and
not when General Zinni was in Israel.

The Israelis did not write this. No
one is questioning the authenticity.
This is Arafat inside his own meetings,
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meeting with Hamas, talking about
terrorist activity, not trying to pre-
vent them at any level in any way, and
we could ignore this if we want to ig-
nore it, but the weight is so over-
whelming at this point that it is
unignorable.

Mr. HOEFFEL. Mr. Speaker, the gen-
tleman is entirely correct, and it seems
to me that we need to make clear that
both the United States and the govern-
ment of Israel need to have someone to
talk to representing the Palestinians
that clearly renounces violence, that
renounces violence and terror and that
does so in word and deed and who, sec-
ondly, clearly recognizes the right of
Israel to exist as a Jewish state, not as
a state that someday may have a Pal-
estinian majority because of the demo-
graphics, but a state that is recognized
as a Jewish state with a full right to
exist in peace and security.

Until we get those two commitments,
a complete renunciation of violence
and terror and a recognition of Israel
to exist as a Jewish state, I do not see
how we can go forward. I do not see
how the Israelis can go forward in fur-
thering the peace process when there is
literally nobody to talk to presently on
the other side that has any credibility
whatsoever.

Mr. DEUTSCH. The gentleman is so
on point with that comment. That is
one of the tragedies going on right
now. In fact, one of the tragedies I
think as we both saw is as horrific and
awful and inhumane the Palestinian
attacks on Israelis have been, both
Jews and Arabs, and we made a point
as we have talked about to visit Arab
dictums of terrorist bombings. In fact,
the restaurant we talked about in
Haifa was owned by an Arab Israeli and
about half the victims were Arabs, not
Jews, Arabs and Jews. The screws and
the nuts and the ball bearings do not
discriminate and, too, they are going
to maim and kill.

The reality of how bad and awful
that is, Yasser Arafat and the Pales-
tinian Authority have been as bad and
maybe even worse to their own people,
indiscriminately killing people in just
no type of civil process at all, destruc-
tion of an economy, corruption at lev-
els which is untold, probably un-
matched almost maybe anywhere in
the world the level of corruption, and
that in a sense is the entity that the
United States is supporting.

What we have talked about on this
floor previously, there is no, and we
use the expression, there is no daylight
between any Members of this Congress
and the President and the war on ter-
rorism and the efforts in Afghanistan,
the efforts to stop terrorists with glob-
al reach whether they be in Iraq, in
Syria or North Korea. There is no day-
light between us, but I think there are
many in this Chamber, in this country
unfortunately who disagree with some
of the President’s actions in terms of
trying to say, well, Yasser Arafat and
these activities really are not as evil as
they are.
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One of the great things about Presi-
dent Reagan was when there was an
evil empire he called it an evil empire
and the Palestinian Authority is an
evil empire, and we can call it white
and we can call it black. If we call
black, white, it does not make it white,
and the same thing by saying, the lead-
ership and these other things, the enti-
ty itself is evil, is corrupt beyond com-
prehension. We both heard stories that
I would not say on this floor of some of
the activities of the Palestinian Au-
thority in terms of some of the behav-
ior of some of the leaders that were be-
yond human discussion.

Let me follow up, though, just in
terms of the Palestinian Authority
itself. This is a reprint of a New York
Times article April 20, 2002, and they
interviewed a printer in the West Bank
who had an ongoing contract with the
Palestinian Authority to, after every
suicide bomber who was killed, to auto-
matically within several hours with in-
formation about that suicide bomber
print up 1,000 posters to then be put up.
This is just a sample form. That is the
entity, the glorification of the suicide
bomber is what we have seen.

Mr. HOEFFEL. We face the reality of
what to do now. There can be little
doubt regarding the complicity of
Arafat in the terror. He is continuing
to call for martyrdom for the Palestin-
ians, and in the lexicon of the Palestin-
ians, one who is a martyr is one who
commits terror and is willing to die in
committing that terror against
Israelis.

What the gentleman and I need to do
is to urge this House and our adminis-
tration to clearly set out the condi-
tions that need to exist before Israel
can be expected to go forward, before
the United States government can be
expected to go forward.

We all want peace. There is no ques-
tion about it. Even the Members that
voted against this resolution certainly
want peace. There is no question about
the motivation. The disagreement can
be in how to get there, but what condi-
tions do we need to set forth?

I have stated, too, I am sure the gen-
tleman could add, the absolute need for
the Palestinian leadership and the
Arab league leadership to renounce ter-
ror and to recognize Israel’s right to
exist as a Jewish state.

I know the gentleman has got addi-
tional views on what must happen next
before we can go forward. I would be
happy to yield back.

Mr. DEUTSCH. Mr. Speaker, I know
our time is running out. I want to give
both of us a couple of seconds to close,
and the last two charts are directly on
point on what the gentleman men-
tioned.

Yasser Arafat in the compound spoke
about sending a million, the English
translation is as my colleague so ably
pointed out, martyrs to Jerusalem. The
Arab word is ‘‘shaheed.” If my col-
leagues were to ask any Palestinian
what shaheed means, they know that it
means suicide bombers. It does not
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mean martyr. It is not an esoteric, the-
oretical term. It means suicide bomb-
ers, and specifically to the people that
is what they hear.

As shocking as that is, the quote
from Chairman Arafat’s wife, literally
that there would be no greater honor
than for her son, if she had a son, to be
a martyr, to be a shaheed, to be a sui-
cide bomber.

I would close and give the gentleman
an opportunity to close and say I wish
that we had a discourse this evening
with our colleagues who voted against
this because I do not think there is any
articulated, rational, moral position
against the support of Israel that this
Congress overwhelmingly and this
country has overwhelmingly done.
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Their fight is our fight. The attacks
against them are attacks against us.

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman
from Pennsylvania.

Mr. HOEFFEL. I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding to me, Mr. Speak-
er, and let me make one more com-
ment.

As the gentleman from New York
said about the misnomer of suicide
bomber, the phrase suicide bomber sug-
gests one crazed person going off into a
field and Kkilling themselves with a
bomb. We call what is happening in
Israel the actions of suicide bombers,
but in fact they are better named
homicide bombers because they are not
just taking out themselves, they are
trying to kill as many innocent people
as they possibly can.

That is the terror faced by Israel.
That is what she has to defend herself
against. And we can clearly state that
Israel has the right to self-defense. It is
not for us to set a limit on that right.
It is up to us to support her in her ac-
tivity, to make sure she survives; and
she will survive with our support.

———
EDUCATION TAX CREDITS

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
IssA). Under the Speaker’s announced
policy of January 3, 2001, the gen-
tleman from Colorado (Mr. SCHAFFER)
is recognized for 60 minutes.

Mr. SCHAFFER. Mr. Speaker, to-
night I want to talk about children and
the topic of education. I believe it is
the most important issue that we have
to discuss, especially when we look out
into the future of America and where
we are headed.

My colleagues who preceded me had a
very excellent discussion, the tenor of
which I certainly concur with and
agree. And I guess I would ask col-
leagues to consider this same debate or
similar debates years and years from
now, when the children of today are
the leaders of tomorrow and are debat-
ing these important matters of inter-
national peace and security and all the
topics that we deal with here in the
Congress.

I would invite my colleagues who
may be monitoring today’s pro-
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ceedings, if they are interested in en-
gaging in this discussion or partici-
pating in it, to come join me here on
the floor. The topic today is, again,
education, and particularly with re-
spect to the proposal of education tax
credits. This is something that our
President has mentioned frequently.
This is a topic that has become well-
known in several States that have pre-
ceded this Congress in exploring the
topic of education tax credits, and it is
an innovative idea and a way to try to
get new dollars, additional dollars to
children for the purposes of expanding
and broadening their academic hori-
ZONSs.

I am one who believes here, Mr.
Speaker, that if our children really are
important, and I believe they are, that
this Congress ought to be prepared to
spend whatever it takes to give them
the kind of quality education that they
deserve here in America, an education
that is second to none. Unfortunately,
we do not have that today, yet we
spend almost every dollar we can
dream up here in Washington and take
from the taxpayers in order to spend on
education. We have spent considerable
amounts of money on the Federal edu-
cation system, and that is magnified
even to a far greater degree when we
consider the billions of dollars, in fact
the trillions of dollars that have been
poured into education around the 50
States and through local school dis-
tricts.

At least at the Federal level, for the
amount of money that we have spent,
about $125 billion over the last 10 years
to be precise, we should have better re-
sults, and we should certainly expect
those results to be far improved over
and above the indications of today. Our
President understands this, and that
was the basis of the legislation he per-
suaded this Congress to pass last year.
His first major legislative initiative
was all about education, and this was
the core of his campaign for office. He
proposed doing for the country what he
managed to accomplish in Texas, and
that was to first take into account the
huge numbers of dollars that have been
spent on education and then start ask-
ing questions, like what do we get for
the money.

The governor of Texas at the time,
our current President, was led to estab-
lish a testing strategy for the State of
Texas, and that testing strategy has
been credited by many with raising the
achievement levels of the poorest chil-
dren in that State. The President tout-
ed as a candidate the successes of
Texas throughout the country, and the
American people seemed to agree with
the President. He came to Washington
and suggested we should do the same
thing for the whole Nation, and the
Congress, by a pretty overwhelming
margin, agreed with him. Democrats
and Republicans joined together to
help the President pass what turned
out to be a higher set of expectations
for the Nation, a system of national
testing.
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I want to start there, because what
the President actually proposed up
front was not only a testing strategy,
that was just a portion, and in fact a
smaller portion of his proposal, but he
also proposed greater flexibilities for
the States, and the most important
element, the core of the President’s
proposal, was school choice. Unfortu-
nately, the school choice provisions
were ripped out of the bill even before
it came up for its first hearing here on
the House side, and the flexibility pro-
visions were removed too, by the time
the bill got through over on the other
side of the Capitol, and all the Presi-
dent was left with was this the smaller
portion of the bill which dealt with
testing mandates on States.

In order to get the institutions of the
bureaucracy of education to go along
with the President’s idea, even one-
third of his idea, we had to feed the
beast a tremendous amount of cash. We
had to give more money to the Depart-
ment of Education and all of the insti-
tutions associated with it in order to
get them to comply or to go along. But
as I said, if our children are really im-
portant, and I believe they are, we
should be able to be prepared to spend
whatever it takes in order to improve
their education opportunity, and we
certainly did that in H.R. 1. We ex-
panded the Department dramatically
in exchange for the new accountability
that goes along with it.

But we have not lost sight of the core
element of the President’s proposal,
and that is the school choice element.
Tax credits give us an opportunity to
extend education choice to more and
more Americans and their children,
and do so without threatening the edu-
cation bureaucracy in any way, with-
out threatening all those institutions
and lobbyists that have built them-
selves up around the rules and the red
tape and the spending regiment of the
education empire. It does so by bypass-
ing all of that, and in fact we are going
to continue to feed more money to the
bureaucracy. That is really not in
doubt. And I do not think anybody in
the bureaucracy needs to be threatened
in any way or believe that their jobs
are somehow going to go away. On the
contrary, we are going to give them
more cash. That is already budgeted
and that is going to happen.

But education tax credits allow and
inspire new investments in education,
and that is why they are so exciting
and why I hope a lot of people are pay-
ing attention to the issue because it is
a serious one. It is one that the Presi-
dent has given his word that he is
going to help drive through this Con-
gress. It is a topic that has arrived on
the priority list of the agenda items for
our leadership, our Committee on Edu-
cation and the Workforce, and also
members of some of the other commit-
tees, the Committee on Ways and
Means in particular, which deals with
tax policy, and a lot of people around
the country are excited.

They are excited, Mr. Speaker, be-
cause they have managed to see how
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tax credits work in a handful of States.
There are six States, to be exact, that
have tax credit legislation on their
State law books and they are seeing
the fruits of that. What I mean is they
are realizing that by manipulating the
Tax Code, taxpayers are eager to con-
tribute money to the schools and to do
so in a way that provides new kinds of
education choices to children who have
not had choice in the past.

Education choice is not such an im-
portant issue to those who are wealthy,
because they can afford to buy it. They
can afford to forego the property taxes,
the income taxes, the sales taxes that
they are paying right now, in generous
proportions, I might add, to govern-
ment-owned schools, and, instead, pay
additional dollars for the tuition that
it may cost to attend a private institu-
tion. So if you have money, school
choice is really not something that is
out of reach. By if you are poor in
America, you do not have school
choice, typically, except in a handful of
places where these tax credits exist; or
in some places where vouchers exist,
which is something entirely different
than what is being discussed tonight,
still a good idea but different; and in
places where private individuals have
banded together to try to raise money
to provide scholarships for low-income
children.

That exists in almost every State,
these student tuition organizations, as
they are called. We call them in our
legislation education investment orga-
nizations. They exist in all 50 States
today, and they exist because of the
generosity of many, many Americans
who want to contribute their earnings
and pay back to society in some way
that offers real hope and opportunity
for young children.

I have some letters from some of the
children who have benefited from these
investment organizations, these schol-
arship funds, and I will read from some
of them. They are pretty inspiring and
I think speak to why we need to be ag-
gressive about achieving this legisla-
tion this year. But what we are really
here to propose and to discuss is the
legislation that is in the works right
now that will be introduced within just
a couple of weeks that will provide a
change in the Tax Code to make it
easier for Americans to contribute to
these scholarship funds and to con-
tribute directly to public schools for
local priorities, for priorities that are
established by local school board mem-
bers or established by community lead-
ers through the creation of these schol-
arship funds.

The tax credits work this way: for
every dollar that you would contribute
to a scholarship organization for poor
children, or contribute to a public edu-
cation facility, a local neighborhood
school, you would receive a 50 percent
tax credit from the Federal Govern-
ment. So for every dollar you give to
the school, you cut your tax bill in half
for the equivalent contribution. And
there is a cap on that. We cannot make
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this unlimited, of course. We have to
deal with some of the financial reali-
ties of the Congress. So this is a $250
credit that will correspond to a $500 do-
nation.

I have a cousin in Colorado Springs
who is a tax preparer, and just a couple
of days ago she asked me about this
proposal. And she asked, Will this ben-
efit me? Will I be able to contribute to
a school and get the credit, since my
children are not in the school any-
more? This is something that appeals
to her, and she wanted to know if the
credit would apply to her. And the an-
swer is yes.

And I think the question itself is
really what is so exciting about edu-
cation tax credits, not only in this pro-
posal but what we have seen by way of
the record in several States, and that
is parents and people in communities
who are not even parents of children in
the affected schools are eager and en-
thusiastic about contributing to an
educations model in which they fun-
damentally believe. The mnotion of
school choice appeals to millions and
millions of Americans. It does not ap-
peal to all Americans, but it appeals to
most Americans.

So for those who believe that it
makes more sense to continue shov-
eling cash to the government, well that
option is available. And in fact most
Americans will be forced to do that
whether they really want to or not, as
we do today. But it provides a second
option for those who want to try some-
thing different, who want to try to by-
pass that bureaucracy and get dollars
directly to children.

So I am really enthusiastic about the
proposal, and as more and more people
learn about it and hear about it, they
are joining up with the campaign that
we have here in Congress to prepare
the bill, to lobby our colleagues and
persuade them that this is the right
thing to do, that the experience in the
States that have education tax credit
legislation is an experience worth con-
sidering and something worth dupli-
cating here in Washington.

I received a letter from somebody in
Fort Collins, Colorado, they did not
give me permission to use their name
so I will not, but in the letter he says,
one of my constituents says, ‘“‘Edu-
cation tax credits have the greatest po-
tential to significantly and instantly
affect change in our current edu-
cational system. As parents know best
their children’s strengths, needs and ef-
ficiencies, this tax credit would ensure
that money spent would be used in the
most beneficial and targeted way pos-
sible. With this legislation, parents
would be empowered to ensure that
their children are equipped with the
academic and educational tools nec-
essary to improve their quality of edu-
cation. Also, as this tax credit is for all
educational expenses, parental involve-
ment in their child’s education would
be fostered and encouraged. This bill
will ensure that economic consider-
ations will never again keep lower-in-
come children from receiving an all-
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important supplemental education at
home. The quality of our children’s
education stands to be greatly enriched
by this legislation, just as millions of
children across the United States
would be affected as well.”

Well, that is pretty compelling testi-
mony, again from one of my constitu-
ents. And I may raise this with him at
another time to see if I can use his
name publicly. I do not have that per-
mission now, as I mentioned. But this
is the kind of letter that many of us
are receiving here in Congress, and
that is not the only one I have received
in my office. Again, this debate is tak-
ing place in my home State, so people
are in tune with it there.
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As I mentioned, in some of the States
that have passed tax credit legisla-
tions, and the best examples are Ari-
zona, Pennsylvania, Florida, and Min-
nesota has passed a tax credit bill, too.
What they are seeing in those States is
really dramatic and remarkable. Here
is some testimony that was delivered
in front of one of the committees that
took place in one of our States in
terms of the impact that these scholar-
ship funds are having. This is from a
student named Sasha. She said again in
prepared testimony, ‘“‘My family ap-
plied for a scholarship for me to be able
to study at the school that I consider a
very special place.”

Let me stop there. That really is the
key because the definition of quality of
education today under the bureau-
cratic model that we have established
for the country falls into the hands of
the bureaucrats who run the bureauc-
racy. Let us say you have a 5-year-old
that 1is going to Kkindergarten, or
maybe you have older kids and you
move into a new neighborhood. You
call the school district and say, Johnny
is ready to go to school, what are my
options?

The first question you will get is
what is your address. When you deliver
your address to the person on the other
end of the phone, they will say your ad-
dress corresponds to a particular neigh-
borhood school. If they have a lot of
money where the school is usually bet-
ter, or if they move into a poorer
neighborhood where unfortunately the
records show and is amply dem-
onstrated, usually means that the
school is not a good one and not one
you probably would choose if you had
unlimited resources at your disposal.

With a tax credit, the goal is to move
away from trusting somebody who does
not know the name of your child with
placing your child into a school that
they think makes sense for this child
that they do not know. Tax credits
leave this decision to people who know
the child better, the parents.

Sasha wrote, ‘“My family applied for
a scholarship for me to be able to study
at the school I consider a very special
place. It is special because it is where
I learn the most and where I enjoy
learning. It is a place where I can
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dream, and have that feeling that I am
going to be successful in my life, suc-
cessful because of what I am learning
right now. In the past, my mom tried
to put me in Catholic schools, but she
could not afford the tuition for very
long. Now I am in my second year in
the same school because of the scholar-
ships she has secured for my sisters
and me. I will be very happy if I can
stay at my school and have the same
good friends as long as possible. They
are special, too.”’

Sasha goes on, “‘I think school is im-
portant because I have learned a lot of
stuff that I did not know. I have just
learned how to add, subtract, multiply
and divide fractions. We will be doing
geometry soon. I know I am learning
all of this because algebra is coming. I
think that might be fun. Going to
Blessed Sacrament is important be-
cause the work is challenging, not
easy. The most challenging subject is
math because of the concept of algebra.
At first math was easy, but now it is
hard. I really try hard to get good
grades.”” Sasha goes on and describes
her experience in the school that she
was able to choose as a result of her
scholarship.

The reason tax credit legislation is
relevant to this student is because ma-
nipulating the Tax Code to reduce the
tax burden on Americans who con-
tribute to such scholarship organiza-
tions will result in a massive cash infu-
sion in America’s education system,
and it will result in the same kinds of
positive experiences for more and more
children across the country, just as the
experience occurred to the student I
just referred to.

Here is testimony from a teacher.
This was given to the Colorado State
legislature, testimony before that leg-
islative body. This teacher’s name is
Maureen Lord. She is the supervisor for
a group called Save Our Youth. She
told the Colorado State legislature
about a particular student named Joe
Ray. ‘“Joe Ray was designated learning
disabled at the local public school. At
the end of his fifth grade year, he was
reading between a second and third
grade level, hated writing anything.
His distraction level was extremely
high. To complicate things more, he
had some fine motor problems. Being
an elementary educator myself, I knew
that Joe Ray would never be at grade
level if he continued in the public
school system where he only received
an hour of special attention during
each school day. His future looked dis-
mal for accomplishing the basic skills
he needed to go on to middle and high
school.”

Let me point out that this experience
is not unique throughout the country,
but it is also not the rule in most pub-
lic schools. I would bet that if Joe Ray
lived in a wealthy neighborhood, that
Joe Ray would receive the kind of at-
tention that he needed; but Joe Ray
does not live in a wealthy neighbor-
hood, he lives in a poorer neighborhood
in Colorado. The only school that was
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available to him was the one that the
government said was available to him,
and it was not a good fit.

The teacher, pleading on his behalf
goes on, ‘‘One day on the radio, I heard
about a private school that works with
kids having problems similar to Joe
Ray. Unbelievably, they were opening
another branch in northwest Denver in
the fall of 2000, and it would be located
relatively close to where Joe Ray lived.
After visiting the facility and meeting
with the director, I knew this might be
a fit for Joe Ray, but there were so
many hurdles to overcome. One of the
hurdles was the tuition. Joe Ray’s fam-
ily was in the lower socio-economic
scale and anything short of a miracle
was needed for him to be able to attend
a private school. That is just what hap-
pened. Joe Ray applied for a scholar-
ship, and received a 4-year partial
scholarship to this private school. With
the help from his mentor and his men-
tor’s supervisor, the obstacles were
falling one by one.

“Let me tell you more about the mir-
acles. Joe Ray aced last semester’s re-
port card. His teacher says he is a won-
derful young man to work with and
eager learner. The multisensory math
program is helping him to remember
his times tables, and his confidence is
growing. He now frequently looks you
in the eye when he talks to you. This is
just one young boy who is benefiting
from the investment that scholarships
made in his future. I hope this is of
some encouragement to you. We at
Save Our Youth are grateful.”

Joe Ray also testified before the Col-
orado legislature. He said, ‘I am really
glad I do not have to go to my old
school anymore. There were always
people selling drugs there. I was afraid
to go to school because I didn’t want to
get beat up any more at my old school.
They gave me the answers to the CSAP
test,” which is the State standardized
test. That is pretty common. I hear
that not only in Colorado but in sev-
eral States.

“They were not very helpful to me
with math, reading and writing. I did
not like my old school at all. I like my
new school because they help me bet-
ter. They teach me in a way that is
right for me. The teacher is nice to me,
and there are so many other school
kids. I also like that I do not have to
switch classes. I like Dove Christian
Academy so much I want to come back
again. The new school I go to does help
me a lot more. Dove Christian Acad-
emy does different things to help me
learn. I read a lot better now, and I
think my math and writing are better,
too. I really thank ACE and the money
they have given me. I am so glad I was
able to come to the school and learn.
Now I have a chance to get a good edu-
cation and maybe even go to college. 1
never would have thought of that be-
fore if it weren’t for ACE.”

Pretty powerful testimony in one
State that has an experience with edu-
cation tax credits. We can do this for
the whole country. We have a chance
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to accomplish this in all 50 States and
amplify the good record that is taking
place in a handful of other States
across the country.

This is a topic that is not one that
belongs to Democrats or Republicans,
conservatives or liberals. I happen to
be a Republican, but this is a proposal
that has been advanced by Democrats
and State legislators around the coun-
try. It is supported by Democrats here.
It is one that has been proposed in my
State in the Colorado State senate, and
a liberal one at that, and at the same
time was being carried in the State
House of Representatives by a very
conservative Republican.

It has the ability to bring people to-
gether of different political persuasions
because at its focus is America’s school
children. I have to confess when it
comes to the education debate in Wash-
ington, too often children are the last
individuals considered. We talk about
them a lot, there is no doubt about
that. We get nice pictures of them up
here and try to suggest to the country
and the world that the children are at
the center of the debate, and I think
they are in our hearts. We care about
the kids, there is no doubt about that.
But by the time the bills make it to
the floor of this House and over to the
other side of the Capitol, the lobbyists
take over, and they watch every line
item in these bills and make sure that
their organizations and their members
are not affected by the ideas that we
advance to try to help children. The
children are at a disadvantage because
they do not have lobbyists here. Their
parents vote for us as Congressmen and
Senators, and sometimes Members get
replaced when they do not fight hard
enough. That does happen from time to
time. The lobbyists watch much closer
here. They fight hard to maintain and
preserve the bureaucracy and the
unions that go along with America’s
education system.

When you cross these powerful
groups, the consequences are some-
times very, very dangerous because
they have millions of dollars to spend
against you. They have big political
campaign war chests that they use to
try to persuade people that if you do
not persuade your constituents back
home if you are not fighting hard
enough for the bureaucracy, for the in-
stitution or the union, that that means
you do not care about children and you
should be replaced. They have a far
more successful ratio of replacing Con-
gressmen who do not stand up for the
bureaucracy than the children do and
their parents when children fail to be
the objective of education debates.

Here is why this is true. This chart
on my right explains how money gets
down to a child. At the top is a hard-
working taxpayer who pays his cash, a
portion of his earnings through taxes.
It is not voluntary; it is confiscated
from his paycheck. Those dollars are
confiscated by the Treasury Depart-
ment. His employer is forced to send a
portion of his paycheck to Washington,
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D.C. to the Treasury Department. The
Treasury Department takes account of
all of these dollars, tracks how these
dollars are coming in, so that politi-
cians, me and my colleagues in Con-
gress, we make decisions on how to
spend these dollars. We spend a pretty
sizable portion on the United States
Department of Education. They occupy
some large buildings. We allocate a big
chunk to the Department, and it goes
to those buildings two blocks away.
Once it gets there, it is distributed and
redistributed and transferred to States,
all b0 States and territories and dis-
tricts, the District of Columbia as well.
At the State level the politicians there,
the State legislators, they divvy up the
dollars that come from the Federal
Government as well as State and local
dollars. They redistribute the funds to
the State Department of Education and
that whole bureaucracy.
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The State Department of Education
gives those dollars to the school dis-
tricts in all 50 States. In Colorado
there are 176 school districts. The
school districts, of course, they are run
by politicians, elected school board
members, and they meet with all the
interest groups that they have to deal
with and they decide how to spend
these dollars and apportion them for
the various schools within a school dis-
trict. Once the principals and the
teachers and everybody at the school
level have decided how to prioritize
those funds, then these dollars finally
get to the child way down here. By the
time the taxpayer’s dollar goes
through this whole vortex of bureauc-
racy and politicians, the proportion of
money that actually makes it to the
child is very, very small. In fact, it has
been estimated that somewhere around
30 to 40 percent of the tax dollar taken
from the hardworking American for
the purpose of education ever makes it
down to the child.

That explains the politics of edu-
cation in America, which has as much
to do with the necessity of education
tax credits as the positive outcome of
tax credits themselves.

I have tried, as many of my col-
leagues have, Mr. Speaker, to try to
change this system from within. I came
here to Washington because I have got
five kids of my own. I kind of feel that
my children have Kind of the dead hand
of government laying over their shoul-
der as they try to progress in the pub-
lic schools back home in Colorado. And
so I wanted to come here and try to fix
some of this nonsense. I spent 9 years
as a State Senator trying to fix it from
here down. We made some success, but
this bureaucracy is large. Every one of
these organizations has lobbyists and
they have interest groups. The employ-
ees of the State Departments of Edu-
cation and the U.S. Department of
Education, they organize. The teachers
in all of these districts, the National
Education Association, the American
Federation of Teachers, these are two
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teachers unions that are frankly the
largest political influence in America
and they are all a part of this process.
So when we come to Washington and
suggest changing and improving or
amending in any way the flow of dol-
lars through this process, you get a big
political fight on your hands. It is a
fight worth engaging, do not get me
wrong. I enjoy doing it. It is the right
fight. My kids matter enough that I am
willing to take it on and suffer what-
ever Dpolitical consequences might
occur. But sometimes we win. Some-
times we lose. Usually we lose. Any-
body who wants to change this system
usually loses, because the relationship
between these agencies matters more
to politicians in Washington and politi-
cians in the States and ultimately to
school board members than the child
does down here in the bottom. I hate to
admit that, but that is absolutely the
truth. I would defy anyone to try to
deny that and would welcome a vig-
orous debate on that point.

Again, I am willing to admit we all
talk about the kid down here, but when
the debate takes place on the House
floor it is all the people who run these
agencies that count the most, unfortu-
nately. They are the ones who are
heard the loudest. Their voices tend to
drown out the child down here at the
bottom and they drown out the expec-
tations of the taxpayer, too.

Rather than try to tamper with all
this in a tax credit bill or an education
proposal, keep in mind that trying to
improve this system is an ongoing
function of the Education Committee
and we are working on that, but that
really is a separate debate than the
proposal that we are rallying around
now. Because rather than amend this
or change it or do anything to this, we
are going to leave it alone and try to
bypass this process with new money,
not the old money. We are going to
continue to feed cash to this system in
America. It is already budgeted this
year. Mark my words, when the appro-
priation bill passes, we are going to
grow the size of this bureaucracy be-
cause it does not matter who is in
charge, it does not matter whether Re-
publicans are in charge or Democrats
are in charge, we are going to grow the
size of this bureaucracy. That is the
track record. That is the way it is. We
have got to accept that. I finally have.
But I am trying to find a way to get
this guy’s dollar to that child and tax
credits is a way to accomplish that.

Here is how the tax credit model
works. The hardworking taxpayer do-
nates directly to the needs of a child.
Again, they do this through a change
in the Tax Code, not a change in the
education bureaucracy. Because the
Tax Code allows this taxpayer to make
a donation based on what strikes him
or her as a good idea, a local priority,
an urgent need, and to donate to that
cause rather than continue to shovel
cash through that other system I just
described, the bureaucratic model that
is Washington, D.C.’s education sys-
tem. When explained to Americans
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across the country, this is what Ameri-
cans prefer. Taxpayers like this guy
have expressed to me, just as my cous-
in did last week, that even though she
does not have children who are in
schools anymore, she would love to
have the advantage of a tax credit so
that she could contribute to the edu-
cation cause in her neighborhood, for
somebody else’s child, for a poor child
whose future will not be so bright un-
less we are willing to put the cash for-
ward to provide a little freedom for the
child, a little liberty that wealthy par-
ents can afford. It is not just the indi-
viduals who can contribute. Our tax
credit proposal also entails corporate
contributions, because we have heard
from businesses around the country as
well that if given the chance they
would prefer to invest in an academic
program in their neighborhood that is
designed by a school board member
perhaps or maybe by a superintendent
or maybe by a church or a synagogue
or maybe by a nonprofit organization,
they would rather invest in something
they believe in locally than continue to
send exorbitant amounts of money here
and have it filtered through this proc-
ess that I described.

And they like the idea that tax cred-
its allows us to begin to measure the
fairness in education by the relation-
ship between individuals rather than
the relationship between these polit-
ical entities. And like it or not, that is
how we measure education fairness in
America today. Schools keep track of
how much each school receives. School
districts keep track of how much
school districts receive. They compare
themselves to each other. Every State
has got a lobbyist in Washington, by
the way. Not the elected officials. I
mean, they hire lobbyists to come here.
Every State has lobbyists back here.
The lobbyist’s job is to make sure that
Colorado, in the example of my State,
is receiving generally the same
amounts of money that Kansas is or
Wyoming or any of our neighboring
States. You have got this 50 times over
as these lobbyists are measuring edu-
cation fairness by the relationship be-
tween their political jurisdiction in
their States. And then, of course, up
here at the Federal level, agencies and
departments, they just do not like to
lose money. If a program received a bil-
lion dollars last year, the people who
run that program want to make sure
they receive at least a billion dollars
next year, too. And if they have fewer
students that they serve, that does not
matter. If they do not serve students
well, that does not matter. They just
want the same amount of money or
more, because that is how they get the
plaques on their wall suggesting that
they are good bureaucrats, good man-
agers. These people work hard, they
care, they have been trained well to op-
erate within the system. In fact they
have got their own language. If you
ever sit in the meetings that I get to
sit in on, you will learn about this
whole new language that exists in the
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education bureaucracy. They have got
all these agencies and programs that
are called by their initials, these terms
that relate to my kids that we do not
use at home but if you want to be in-
volved in discussions about this, you
have got to learn another language
that is kind of irrelevant and makes no
sense to the taxpayer up here at the
top or the child down there at the bot-
tom. Once again, that is fine for all the
people who work in this system, but
fairness in education should not be
measured by the relationship between
programs or States or school districts
or individual schools. Fairness should
be measured by the relationship be-
tween children down here at the bot-
tom. That is what the tax credit pro-
posal really allows us to begin to do.
We get to start thinking about some
of these students that are referred to in
this testimony I read. We even had
some of these students who came to
Washington here and testified in front
of the Education Committee. When you
hear from the children who speak in
terms of their future and their hope
and learning about algebra and getting
back to grade level and going to col-
lege, students who have been written
off in the past, when you hear these
kinds of stories, you begin to care
about the kids again. You do not care
so much about the comfort of the bu-
reaucracy anymore. We will acknowl-
edge that the bureaucracy is a big or-
ganization. They have got lots of lob-
byists. They have got a lot of political
firepower. We are going to leave them
alone. We are going to find a new way
to change the Tax Code and help chil-
dren achieve their academic dreams.
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This chart is one that refers to just
one scholarship organization that ex-
ists today, and this is the Kkind of
scholarship organization that a tax
credit would utilize in order to reach
children. It is a rather large one, it is
called the Children’s Scholarship Fund.
I pulled this off of the Children’s Schol-
arship Fund’s website. This shows the
concentration of applications that this
scholarship organization received from
throughout the country. The blue areas
are places in America where children
apply to receive scholarships from one
nonprofit organization in order to at-
tend schools that the children and
their parents wanted their children to
attend. This is broken down based on
concentration of students. I will not go
through the whole chart here, but the
light blue is anywhere where you have
from 1 to 99 applicants in a State; the
red dots, these large cities, Detroit,
Chicago, New Orleans, we can see At-
lanta, New York, and so on, Wash-
ington, D.C., Los Angeles, these are
places where anywhere between 10,000
and 80,000 people who are interested in
scholarships might live. Now, these are
where the applications came from, and
there is a pretty broad level of interest
from throughout the country.

Unfortunately, the Children’s Schol-
arship Fund, again, a private organiza-
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tion, not a government institution; it
gives scholarships out based on how
many people want to contribute to the
scholarship fund out of their own free
will as a donation; they do not have
unlimited resources. They cannot give
scholarships to all of these Kkids who
want academic freedom, who want a
little liberty in their lives, who want
to be treated as well as wealthy chil-
dren are who can choose the kind of
school they want to attend. So all of
these applicants applied, but only a
fraction of them actually walked away
with a scholarship and ended up with
some of the success stories that I read
about a little earlier.

The second chart shows us the dis-
tribution of recipients, and it is broken
down by counties. We can see that the
scholarship fund, this particular orga-
nization, the Children’s Scholarship
Fund does a great job. They reach
thousands of children around America,
but there is a lot that are just over-
looked by this one organization.

What a tax credit will allow is for
every taxpayer in America to con-
tribute to an organization like the
Children’s Scholarship Fund. This
would be one of their options. As I say,
this is a large one that has kind of a
national emphasis, but every one of our
States, Mr. Speaker, has an organiza-
tion similar to this one in it, at least
one. The State of Arizona has about 70
of them.

The reason Arizona, if I can use Ari-
zona as an example, the reason Arizona
has so many scholarship organizations
in it is because Arizona as a State
passed education tax credit legislation
3 years ago. As time goes on, more and
more people are deciding to send their
State tax dollars to these scholarship
organizations to help children. The im-
pact that it is having on Arizona’s chil-
dren, especially the poor, is rather re-
markable. In fact, it has been studied
pretty extensively.

I just happen to have the analysis of
the Arizona tax credit plan, the Ari-
zona scholarship plan. This is a report
that was written by 2 researchers,
Carrie Lips and Jennifer Jacoby. In
fact, Carrie Lips now works here for
the House of Representatives and the
Republican Policy Committee. What
this report shows is really remarkable.
It shows that between 1998 and 2000, the
tax credit in Arizona generated 32 mil-
lion new dollars and funded almost
19,000 scholarships through more than
30 scholarship organizations. Now, that
is $32 million in the education system
of Arizona that was not there before. It
is $32 million that did not come from
Arizona’s public education system, but
new dollars that came out of the pock-
ets of Arizonans on a voluntary basis,
because the Tax Code in Arizona makes
it easier for people to invest in the
number 1, most important industry in
America, which is education. They be-
lieve that in Arizona. Mr. Speaker,
19,000 scholarships in just 3 years. Peo-
ple care about this. They have made a
huge difference in the lives of students
there.
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I have heard similar stories around
the country in some of these other
States that have embarked on tax cred-
it legislation at the State level, in
Pennsylvania and Florida, just to name
a few. More than 80 percent of those
scholarships in Arizona were rewarded
to recipients who were selected on the
basis of financial need. Every scholar-
ship representative reported financial
need is considered in the allocation
process. What I mean by that is every
one of the organizations, I think there
are 70 organizations now in 2002 that
distribute these funds, they all report
that financial need is a consideration
of allocation of spending. The tax-
payers win in the end. They save
money. First of all, the public school
system has a little bit of a cushion as-
sociated with this. The students who go
to nongovernment-owned schools as a
result of the Arizona plan actually save
money for the government-owned insti-
tutions, and it is just staggering. In the
year 2000, in Arizona, 37,000 citizens
voluntarily contributed to scholarship
programs like the one I described, and
again, this is just one State, one
State’s example, one State’s experi-
ence, one more reason why education
tax credits need to be considered here
in Washington; one more example why
our President has committed to lend
his support and the power and might of
the President’s office to get a tax cred-
it proposal through this Congress.

Mr. Speaker, it is not just politicians
and children and the donors who recog-
nize this. The media does too. Again, I
mentioned the debate that is taking
place in Colorado right now over tax
credits. Here are very liberal news-
papers who almost always oppose
school choice proposals, either at the
State or Federal level, but a tax credit
plan seems to have some appeal, even
among these liberal organizations. The
Denver Post says in its editorial, ‘‘tui-
tion tax credit laudable.” They talk
about how a neighborhood, in Denver,
“‘a neighborhood rich in diversity with
new immigrants, the home to many
monolingual Spanish speaking children
and parents who need special education
services.” It goes on and on about the
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children in these neighborhoods and
how they will benefit from education
tax credits, a proposal that is similar
to the one in Arizona, Florida, Penn-
sylvania, and Illinois, and it talks
about how Colorado’s proposal, if it
were to pass, would have an even more
positive impact there.

Here is one from the Fort Collins Col-
oradan, and this is probably one of the
most liberal newspapers in the entire
State of Colorado; in fact, probably in
the country, and they agree. ‘“Tax
credit for low-income programs are
needed.” Helping children value edu-
cation and stay in school, and they
talk about how Hispanic organizations
and Hispanic leaders, minority leaders
are rallying around this education pro-
posal, but there is a lone opponents. It
says, ‘“‘nor do we agree with Ron Brady,
President of the CEA,” which is the
Colorado Education Association, that
is the local regiment of the NEA, the
National Education Association, and it
is the largest political lobbying, polit-
ical special interest group in America,
and very powerful. They have a good
record of crushing bills that help poor
children like this. So that is the fight
that is taking place in Colorado. Hope-
fully, hopefully, the poor children will
win and the tax credit bill will pass.

Then, here is the article from the
Coloradan. ‘‘Bill-boosting education or-
ganizations draws debate. Hispanics
praise it, but school officials call it
detrimental.”

That is the debate I would anticipate
here in Washington as well. We do have
support from our Department of Edu-
cation and our leadership there. We
have support from our own President;
we have lots of support here in the
Congress. But once again, the many,
many thousands of employees who
work in these various political entities
and organizations, they are the ones
who oppose these efforts to reach out
to poor children in the States; they are
the ones who have expressed the great-
est amount of resistance here in Wash-
ington. It is the right fight, though, for
children.

For those of us who came here to
Washington to try to beat this bu-
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reaucracy, to try to shape it into some-
thing that benefits kids in the end, it is
another good fight. I think the strat-
egy of this makes a lot of sense, be-
cause we are not going to touch any of
this. We are going to leave the bu-
reaucracy in place. We are going to by-
pass it through the Tax Code and allow
the hard-working taxpayers to con-
tribute to the academic dreams of
America’s schoolchildren.
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It is a good plan.

Just as I close, in terms of strategy
for those of our colleagues who are in-
terested in the legislation and have
their staff members investigating it,
we have had all the meetings with the
Committee on Education and the
Workforce, with the Committee on
Ways and Means and we are trying to
get as many considerations taken into
account as we get the final drafts
passed. We intend to get a draft that
will move through committee rather
quickly. We have a commitment from
our leadership to accomplish that in
June and bring a bill to this floor. We
are working with our friends in the
Senate as well, and we have some cause
for optimism on the Senate side. It is,
again, because of the track record of
the States that we have seen and the
enthusiasm of so many outside groups
and organizations that care about edu-
cation that this is really a high point
that warrants real excitement. Chil-
dren are going to win. Taxpayers are
going to win. The country is going to
win, and those are the kind of victories
we all need to celebrate and get behind.

Mr. Speaker, I thank you for the rec-
ognition this evening.

———

RECESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
IssA). Pursuant to clause 12 of rule I,
the Chair declares the House in recess
subject to the call of the Chair.

Accordingly (at 11 o’clock and 22
minutes p.m.), the House stood in re-
cess subject to the call of the Chair.

EXPENDITURE REPORTS CONCERNING OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL

Reports and an amended report concerning the foreign currencies and U.S. dollars utilized for official foreign travel
during the first quarer of 2002, by Committees of the House of Representatives, as well as a consolidated report of foreign
currencies and U.S. dollars utilized for speaker-authorized official travel during the first quarter of 2002, pursuant to Pub-

lic Law 95-384, are as follows:

AMENDED REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, COMMITTEE ON TRANSPORTATION AND INFRASTRUCTURE, HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED BETWEEN

JAN. 1 AND MAR. 31, 2002

Date

Name of Member or employee

Arrival Departure

Per diem !

Transportation

Other purposes Total

U.S. dollar
equivalent
or US.
currency 2

Country Foreign

currency

Foreign
currency

U.S. dollar
equivalent
or US.
currency 2

U.S. dollar
equivalent
or US.
currency?

U.S. dollar
equivalent
or US.
currency 2

Foreign
currency

Foreign
currency

Hon. Don Young

Hon. Wayne Gilchrest

Hon. Collin Peterson

512.00

512.00

Uruguay

Chile 592.00

592.00

Panama 642.00

642.00

Uruguay 512.00

512.00

Chile 592.00

592.00

Panama 642.00

642.00

512.00

512.00

Uruguay

Chile 592.00

592.00

Panama 642.00

642.00
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AMENDED REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, COMMITTEE ON TRANSPORTATION AND INFRASTRUCTURE, HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED BETWEEN
JAN. 1 AND MAR. 31, 2002—Continued

Date Per diem ! Transportation Other purposes Total
U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar
Name of Member or employee Artival Departure Country Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent
P currency or U.S. currency or US. currency or US. currency or US.
currency 2 currency 2 currency 2 currency 2
Hon. Vern ERIETS ... 2/14 2/17  Uruguay 512.00 512.00
2/17 2/19  Chile 592.00 592.00
2/19 2/22 Panama 642.00 642.00
Hon. John Mica 2/14 2/17  Uruguay 512.00 512.00
2/17 2/19  Chile 592.00 592.00
2/19 2/22  Panama 642.00 642.00
Hon. Marion Bermy ........cocumremmrimeernsineeissiiesienns 2/14 2/17  Uruguay 512.00 512.00
2/17 2/19  Chile 592.00 592.00
2/19 2/22  Panama 642.00 642.00
Lloyd Jones 2/14 2/17  Uruguay 512.00 512.00
2117 2/19  Chile 592.00 592.00
219 2/22  Panama 642.00 642.00
Elizabeth Megginson ... 2/14 2/17  Uruguay 512.00 512.00
2117 2/19  Chile 592.00 592.00
219 2/22  Panama 642.00 642.00
Christing KENNEdy .........ooovceevmecrreveemerrcrrrciiiiserennes 2/14 2/17  Uruguay 512.00 512.00
2117 2/19  Chile 592.00 592.00
2119 2/22  Panama 642.00 642.00
Jimmy Miller 2/14 2/17  Uruguay 512.00 512.00
2117 2/19  Chile 592.00 592.00
2/19 2/22  Panama 642.00 642.00
Collin Chapman 2/14 2/17  Uruguay 512.00 512.00
2117 2/19  Chile 592.00 592.00
219 2/22  Panama 642.00 642.00
William SRAMOW ........oveveeererrveeiererreiiseeecieviienns 2/14 2/17  Uruguay 512.00 512.00
2117 2/19  Chile 592.00 592.00
2/19 2/22  Panama 642.00 642.00
Glen S | 2/14 2/17  Uruguay 512.00 512.00
2117 2/19  Chile 592.00 592.00
219 2/22  Panama 642.00 642.00
Susan Bodine 2/14 2/17  Uruguay 512.00 512.00
2117 2/19  Chile 592.00 592.00
2/19 2/22  Panama 642.00 642.00
Trinita Brown 2/14 2/17  Uruguay 512.00 512.00
2117 2/19  Chile 592.00 592.00
219 2/22  Panama 642.00 642.00
Art Chan 2/14 2/17  Uruguay 512.00 512.00
2117 2/19  Chile 592.00 592.00
2119 2/22  Panama 642.00 642.00
Frank Mulvey 2/14 2/17  Uruguay 512.00 512.00
o am b o 612 00
anama . i
Hon. John Mica 1/15 1/18  United Kingdom 1,032.00 ... 809.00 1,841.00
1/18 1/19  Belgium 257.00 ... 211.00 468.00
1/19 1721 Germany 324.00 324.00
1721 1722 Netherlands 220.00 220.00
Commercial @irfare ... e 31,718.00 1,718.00
Hon. Peter DEFAzio .......oocveovereerrereeeerersereeeserei 1/14 1/18  United Kingdom 1,376.00 s 402.00 1,778.00
Commercial @irfare .........ocoomvvvommmminmriiins e 46,157.00 6,157.00
Adam Tsao 1/18 1/19  Belgium 257.00 s 211.00 468.00
1/19 1/21  Germany 324.00 324.00
1/21 1/22  Netherlands 220.00 220.00
Commercial @irfare ...........oooommciiiins cvvveieennes 34,517.00 4,517.00
Elizabeth Megginson ...........coccoveeovomrcrrreveirnenennnes 1/15 1/22 United Kingdom 688.00 688.00
Commercial @irfare ...........ooomeciiins cvvveiennies 3623.00 623.00
David Schaffer 1/15 1/18  United Kingdom 1,032.00 oo 402.00 1,434.00
Commercial @irfare ...........cooocrimmecriiins covveicenne 34,723.00 4,723.00
Stacie Soumbeniotis 1/15 1718 United Kingdom 1,032.00 oo 809.00 1,841.00
1/18 1/19  Belgium 514.00 514.00
Commercial @irfare ...........ooooommcriiins cvvveiceeies 34,794.00 4,794.00
Hon. Eddie Bernice Johnson .. 1/13 1716 South Africa 564.00 564.00
1/16 1/20  Namibia 476.00 476.00
CommMittee total ...oeoeveeeeeerererissssrssserereieens v RYC L 1) — 25,376.00 63,374.00

1Per diem constitutes lodging and meals.
2|f foreign currency is used, enter U.S. dollar equivalent; if U.S. currency is used, enter amount expended.
3Round trip D.C. to Europe.
4Round trip Eugene, OR to Europe.
DON YOUNG, Chairman, May 1, 2002.

REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE, HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED BETWEEN JAN. 1 AND MAR. 31, 2002

Date Per diem ! Transportation Other purposes Total
U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar
Name of Member or employee . Country Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent
Arrival Departure
currency or US. currency or US. currency or US. currency or US.
currency 2 currency 2 currency? currency 2
Hon. Larry COMDESt ...vvvveeeerivvevevererreeeeesesssiniienes m% mg g{]alzil %gggg g) .................... 119.00 e g%égg
ile . ) .
I i e o L
olombia . ) X
Hon. Mike Simpson ... m% mg g{]alzil %gggg g) . . 119.00 g%égg
ile . ) .
V1 Caoms 54200 fy T I Gt
olombia . ) X
HON. TOM OSDOME .vvveveveresevniveverenreeesessssnininines m% mg g{]alzil %gggg g) .................... 119.00 e g%égg
ile . ) .
I i e i L
olombia . ) X
Hon. Ernie Fletcher ... m% mg g{]alzil %gggg g) .................... 119.00 e g%égg
ile . ) .
m? mg grzlazilb ézggg g) .................... 240.00 e 5171%88
olombia . ) X
Lynn Gallagh m% mg g{]alzil %gggg g) .................... 119.00 e g%égg
ile . ) .
1/15 1/17  Brazil 470.00 [ J— 240.00 e 71.00
1717 1/19  Colombia 542.00 @) 542.00
Alan Mackey m% mg g{]alzil %gggg g) .................... 119.00 e g%égg
ile . ) .
1/15 1/17  Brazil 470.00 [ J— 240.00 e 710.00
1717 1/19  Colombia 542.00 ©) 542.00
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Continued
Date Per diem ! Transportation Other purposes Total

Name of Member or employee Artival Departure Country Foreign gﬁsdivdaolgﬁtr Foreign gqsuwdaolgﬁtr Foreign gqsulvdaolgﬁtr Foreign gc]su‘ivdaollelranr

P currency or U.S. currency or US. currency or US. currency or US.

currency 2 currency 2 currency 2 currency 2
Jason Vaill it %ﬁ% %ﬂg qulzil ggggg 8 .................... |11 gg;gg

ile . .
H? %% gr?zil g gzggg g; .................... 240.00 e 5}1288

olombia . X
Tom Sell m% mg gLa_lziI %gggg Sg .................... 119.00 e ggggg

ile . .
mg mg gr?zil b gzggg gg .................... 240.00 i 52,111288

olombia . ’
Stephen HAterius ............uuevesessssssescseneneenennnnens /11 1/12 Brazil 208.00 () e 119.00  ooooeeeeernrerenens 327.00
1/12 1715 Chile 888.00 (@] 888.00
1/15 /17 Brazil 470.00 [ I 240.00 e 710.00
117 1/19  Colombia 542.00 @ 542.00
Hon. Charles Pickering . 2/3 2/5 South Korea 436.00 ... 7,195.00 7,631.00
Hon. Bob Schaffer 2/22 2/23  Germany 212.00 212.00
Hon. Eva Clayton . 2/23 226 ltaly 968.00 oo 6,262.00 7,230.00
CommMittee total ...oeoeveeeeeerererissssrssserereieens v P10 1) — 13,457.00 oo 3,231.00 e 37,276.00

1Per diem constitutes lodging and meals.
2|f foreign currency is used, enter U.S. dollar equivalent; if U.S. currency is used, enter amount expended.
3Military air transportation.
LARRY COMBEST, Chairman, Apr. 10, 2002.

REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS, HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED BETWEEN JAN. 1 AND MAR. 31, 2002

Date Per diem ! Transportation Other purposes Total
U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar
Name of Member or employee . Country Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent
Arrival Departure

currency or US. currency or US. currency or US. currency or US.

currency 2 currency 2 currency? currency 2
Frank M. CUSHING ..oovvoercvieeeeeeeeeseeseiessiie 118 1/9 New Zealand 100.00 100.00
1710 1/15  Antarctica 500.00 500.00
1/15 1/17  Australia 200.00 200.00
Commercial airfare ... cvevceceeeees 7,884.55 7,884.55
Dena Baron 1/8 1/9 New Zealand 100.00 100.00
1710 1/15  Antarctica 500.00 500.00
1/15 1/17  Australia 200.00 200.00
Commercial airfare ... cvevcecceeee 7,884.55 7,884.55
Jennifer Miller 1/8 1/9 New Zealand 100.00 100.00
1710 1/15  Antarctica 500.00 500.00
1/15 1/17  Australia 200.00 200.00
Commercial airfare ... cvevceeceee 7,884.55 7,884.55
Dale Oak 1/8 1/9 New Zealand 100.00 100.00
1/10 1/15  Australia 500.00 500.00
1/15 1/17  Australia 200.00 200.00
Commercial airfare ... cvevceeceeees 7,884.55 7,884.55
Joel Kaplan 178 1/9 New Zealand 100.00 100.00
1/10 1/15  Antarctica 500.00 500.00
1/15 1/17  Australia 200.00 200.00
Commercial airfare ... cvvvcecceeen 7,884.55 7,884.55
Hon. Joe Knollenberg 1/8 /11 Germany 948.00 948.00
%m mg 'I:3elgium 1,047.00 1,047.00

rance J047. ,047.
1/14 1/17  England 1,576.00 oo ) 1,576.00
Hon. Chaka Fattah ..........cccooocommmreinerriienriieseri 178 1/11  Germany 948.00 948.00

1711 1/11  Belgium
1711 1/12 France 1,047.00 1,047.00
Part commercial airfare ... e 416.40 416.40
Americo S. Miconi 1/8 /11 Germany 948.00 ... ) 948.00
1711 1/11  Belgium

1711 1/13  France 1,047.00 1,047.00
1/14 1/17  England 1,576.00 1,576.00
Part commercial airfare . Z{gggg Z{gggg
Hon. Bud Cramer 412/31  Belgium 51400 e ) 514.00
173 Germany . 798.00 798.00
e i i

ungary . .
171 1/9 Austria 392.00 392.00
1/9 1/13  United Kingdom 1,376.00 1,376.00
Hon. Todd Tiahrt ... 412/30 %3 Egililippines ?gigg .................... @) ?3388
Commercial airfare 43(3]888 4;8888
Hon. Jim Kolbe 1/12 1/13  Uzbekistan 260.00 260.00
1/13 1/14  Tajikistan 254.00 254.00
e e 51600 51600

taly A .
Hon. Jack Kingston ............cooeeeeevevveireeneenrivrisssesnnnnns 1/12 1/13  Uzbekistan 320.000 oo ) 320.00
1/13 1/17  Pakistan 860.00 860.00
1717 1719 ltaly 720.00 s ) 720.00
Hon. John E. SUNUNU w.oooeveeecccccccscscscscrcccccc 1/12 1/13  Uzbekistan 320.00 320.00
1/13 1/17  Pakistan 860.00 860.00
1717 1719 ltaly 720.00 ... ©) 720.00
Hon. Maurice D. Hinchey .. 1/12 1/13  Uzbekistan 320.00 320.00
1/13 1/17  Pakistan 860.00 860.00
1717 1719 ltaly 720.00 s ) 720.00
Hon. Roger WICKEr ......oovvoeveeeerceesriesneiesssiins 1/12 1/13  Uzbekistan 320.00 320.00
1/13 1/17  Pakistan 860.00 860.00
1717 1719 ltaly 720.00 s ) 720.00
Charles Flickner 1/12 1/13  Uzbekistan 260.00 260.00
1/13 1/14  Tajikistan 254.00 254.00
1/14 1/17  Pakistan 870.00 870.00
. 1717 1719 ltaly .. 516.00 . ) 516.00
Alice EH. Grant 1/10 41/13  Uzbekistan 1,000.00 1,000.00
1/13 1/17  Pakistan 860.00 860.00
1/18 1719 ltaly .. 360.00 i ) 360.00
Mark Murray 1/10 41/13  Uzbekistan 1,000.00 1,000.00
1/13 1/17  Pakistan 860.00 860.00
' 1/18 1719 ltaly 360.00 s ) 360.00
Michael Steph 1720 1/24  France 1,196.00 1,196.00

1/24 /27 England 1,032.00 103200
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REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS, HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED BETWEEN JAN. 1 AND MAR. 31, 2002—

Continued
Date Per diem ! Transportation Other purposes Total
U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar
Name of Member or employee Arrival Departure Country Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent
P currency or U.S. currency or US. currency or US. currency or US.
currency ? currency 2 currency? currency 2
Commercial airfare 707.00 707.00
. 232.00 232.00
Hon. David L. HObSON .....ovooermrverieincrveiiisernes 1724 1727 Turkey 150.00 150.00
Commercial airfare ... cvnvcreeceee 4,963.66 4,963.66
Brian Potts 1/24 1727 Turkey 150.00 150.00
Commercial @irfare .........ccocoovcercvncieieiees evvereinnns 4,963.66 4,963.66
Thoms Forham 1/24 1727 Turkey 150.00 150.00
. 65.00 65.00
Commercial airfare . 4,963.66 4,963.66
James W. Dyer 2/15 2/19  Colombia 984.00 984.00
2/19 2/23  Peru 944.00 944.00
Commercial Qirfare ..........cccocoevecverveiniieiees cvevreieenns 3,058.78 3,058.78
Therese MCAULIfe ..o 2/15 2/19  Colombia 984.00 984.00
2/19 2/23  Peru 944.00 944.00
Commercial @irfare .........coooooevcorvceerieeiiees cverieenns 3,058.78 3,058.78
John T. Blazey 2/18 2/23  Peru 1,179.00 1,179.00
Commercial airfare ... cvvvcreceeee 3,749.78 3,794.78
Scott Lilly 2/15 2/19  Colombia 984.00 984.00
2/19 2/23  Peru 944.00 944.00
Commercial Qirfare ............cooooovveceieciee e 3,058.78 3,058.78
Mark Murray 2/15 2/19  Colombia 984.00 984.00
2/19 2/23  Peru 944.00 944.00
Commercial airfare ... cvevcrecceee 3,058.78 3,058.78
Christine R. KOJAC ..........cccceeveveeeeressemmsmscrcncrccccnennens 2/8 2/9 Bot 120.00 120.00
2/9 2/14  South Africa 592.00 592.00
Commercial Qirfare ............coooooeveeeciciee e 7,552.74 7,552.74
Hon. Roger F. WICker ..........oveeerveveemrmneerreriiraneenenes 2/2 2/5 South Korea 436.00 o 7,197.00 436.00
Commercial airfare ... e 7,197.00 7,197.00
Richard E. Efford ..........ccccccoooveveivevemmmmmscscscncnccccncnnn 2/17 2/25  France 2,100.00 2,100.00
Commercial airfare . 793.36 793.36
. 54.07 54.07
Hon. Don SHerwood ...........cooeveeeereemerrermereernrens 2/18 2/21  Moscow 1,032.00 1,032.00
2/21 2/23  Germany 398.00 e (3) 398.00
Part commercial airfare ... e 571.30 571.30
Hon. Maurice Hinchey 2117 2/21  ltaly 1,110.00 1,110.00
Hon. Carrie P. Meek 2/20 2/22  Haiti 675.00 .o [§) 675.00
Commercial @irfare ...........cinciiins o 457.50 457.40
Hon. Jim Kolbe 3/21 3/23  Mexico 425.00 425.00
C 18l QIfAre .ooooovvveveveveveveveececeiiiees s 1,743.96 1,743.96
Committee total ... v 51,354.00 i 98,843.99 150,197.00

LPer diem constitutes lodging and meals.

2|f foreign currency is used, enter U.S. dollar equivalent; if U.S. currency is used, enter amount expended.
3 Military air transportation.

4 Reflects fiscal year 2001.

REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, COMMITTEE ON BUDGET, HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED

BILL YOUNG, Chairman, Apr. 25, 2002.

BETWEEN JAN. 1 AND MAR. 31, 2002

Date Per diem ! Transportation Other purposes Total
U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar
Name of Member or employee Arrival Departure Country Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent
P currency or U.S. currency or US. currency or US. currency or US.

currency ? currency 2 currency? currency 2
Hon. Ernie FIBtCher ... 3/22 3/23  Brussels, Belgium 257.00 ®) 257.00
3/23 3/26  London, England 1,032.00 () 1,032.00
3/26 3/29  Berlin, Germany 852.00 ) 852.00
Committee total .......coooooveerrereercerciiree v 2,141.00 2,141.00

1Per diem constitutes lodging and meals.
2|f foreign currency is used, enter U.S. dollar equivalent; if U.S. currency is used, enter amount expended.
3Military air transportation.

JIM NUSSLE, Chairman, Apr. 26, 2002.

REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION AND THE WORKFORCE, HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED BETWEEN JAN. 1 AND MAR.

31, 2002
Date Per diem ! Transportation Other purposes Total
U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar
Name of Member or employee Artival Departure Country Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent
P currency or US. currency or US. currency or US. currency or US.

currency 2 currency 2 currency 2 currency 2
Hon. Howard P. “Buck” McKeon34 ........ccoccoovvvvnnne 118 1/11  Germany 948.00 o () 948.00
1/11 1/11  Belgium 147.48 147.48
/11 1/13  France 1,047.00 1,047.00
11 1/17  England 1,576.00 oo 2,346.66 3,922.66
Committee total ... v 357100 s 2,494.00 6,065.14

Lper diem constitutes lodging and meals.

2|f foreign currency is used, enter U.S. dollar equivalent; if U.S. currency is used, enter amount expended.

3 Other foreign travel for March 2002 is not available at this time. We will send you an amended copy when available.
4To participate in CODEL Knollenberg.

5Military air transportation.

REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND COMMERCE, HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,

JOHN BOEHNER, Chairman, Apr. 30, 2002

EXPENDED BETWEEN JAN. 1 AND MAR. 31,

2002
Date Per diem! Transportation Other purposes Total
U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar
Name of Member or employee Artival Departure Country Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent
P currency or US. currency or US. currency or US. currency or US.
currency 2 currency? currency 2 currency 2
Hon. Charles Bass .......coc.omereemmrreeerrernnresssnrens 1/25 1/25  Gauntanamo Bay Cuba
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REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND COMMERCE, HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED BETWEEN JAN. 1 AND MAR. 31,
2002—-Continued

Date Per diem ! Transportation Other purposes Total
U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar
Name of Member or employee Artival Departure Country Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent
P currency or U.S. currency or US. currency or US. currency or US.
currency 2 currency 2 currency 2 currency 2
Hon. Greg Walden ..... 1/25 1/25  Gauntanamo Bay Cuba
Hon. Peter Deutsch 1/6 /11 Israel 1,248.00 .o 4,433.75 5,681.75
Hon. Charlie Norwood 1/11 112 Brazil 208.00 208.00
1/12 1/15  Chile 888.00 888.00
1/15 /17 Brazil 470.00 470.00
117 1/19  Colombia 542.00 542.00
Hon. Nathan Deal ..........c.ccooevermmmreemerrirenreiisnriis 1/9 1/10  Nicaragua 201.00 201.00
1710 1/13  Colombia 331.00 331.00
1/13 1/16  Paragua 711.00 711.00
1/16 1/18  Ecuador/Curacao
Hon. George Radanovich 2/18 2/18  Canada 774.20 774.20
Damon Nelson, Radanovich Staff 2/18 2/18  Canada 771.47 777.47
ComMittee total ..o.eveveeeeeerererirsssrssseieieieees e 4599.00 v 5,985.42 10,584.42

1Per diem constitutes lodging and meals.
2|f foreign currency is used, enter U.S. dollar equivalent; if U.S. currency is used, enter amount expended.
BILLY TAUZIN, Chairman, Apr. 23, 2002.

REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, COMMITTEE ON FINANCIAL SERVICES, HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED BETWEEN JAN. 1 AND MAR. 31, 2002.

Date Per diem ! Transportation Other purposes Total
U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar
Name of Member or employee Arrival Departure Country Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent
p currency or US. currency or US. currency or US. currency or US.
currency ? currency 2 currency? currency 2
Hon. Barney Frank 1/6 113 lsrael ...... 2,684.00 oo 3,333.70 6,017.70
Hon. Mark Green .. 1/13 1/16  South Africa 564.00 564.00
1/15 1715 Lesotho
' 1/16 1/20  Namibia 476.00 e 8,116.51 8,592.51
Hon. Vito Fossella ... 1/25 1/25  Cuba ()
Hon. Bernard Sanders .. 2/15 2/16  Netherlands 198.00 () 198.00
2/16 2/16  Belarus ()
2/16 2/21  Russia 1,720.00 () 1,720.00
2/21 2/23  Germany 398.00 () 398.00
Hon. Michael Oxley ... 3/22 3/23  Belgium 257.00 (3) 257.0
3/23 3/26  England 1,032.00 () 1,032.00
. 3/26 3/29  Germany 852.00 () 852.0
Hon. Melvin Watt ..........cooooorrmrrereeeeeeee 3/22 3/23  Belgium 257.00 (3) 257.00
3/23 3/26  England 1,032.00 () 1,032.00
3/26 3/29  Germany 852.00 () 852.00
Terry Haines 3/22 3/23  Belgium 257.00 (3) 257.00
2/23 3/26  England 1,032.00 () 1,032.00
3/26 3/29  Germany 852.00 () 257.00
James K. Conzelman .........ccocoovvervemrvecvsrrierinnns 3/22 3/23  Belgium 257.00 (3) 257.01
3/23 3/26  England 1,032.00 () 1,032.00
3/26 3/29  Germany 852.00 () 852.0
Robert Gordon 3/22 3/23  Belgium 257.00 (3) 257.00
3/23 3/26  England 1,032.00 () 1,032.00
3/26 3/29  Germany 852.00 () 852.00
Paul Kangas 3/22 3/23  Belgium 257.00 (3) 257.00
3/23 3/26  England 1,032.00 () 1,032.00
3/26 3/29  Germany 852.00 () 852.00
Carter K. MCDOWEIl ..o 3/22 3/23  Belgium 257.00 (3) 257.01
3/23 3/26  England 1,032.00 () 1,032.00
. 3/26 3/29  Germany 852.00 () 852.0
Patricia A. Lord 3/22 3/23  Belgium 257.00 (3) 257.00
3/23 3/26  England 1,032.00 () 1,032.00
3/26 3/29  Germany 852.00 () 852.00
Hon. John LaFalce .......coooeveeevvreiereeeeesees 3/22 3/23  Belgium 257.00 (3) 257.00
3/23 3/26  England 1,032.00 863.60 1,895.60
Committee total ........coeeeeuemirrereriissiricicieies v 2845700 oo 12,313.81 36,770.81

1Per diem constitutes lodging and meals.
2|f foreign currency is used, enter U.S. dollar equivalent; if U.S. currency is used, enter amount expended.
3 Military air transportation.
MICHAEL G. OXLEY, Chairman, Apr. 30, 2002.

REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT REFORM, HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED BETWEEN JAN. 1 AND MAR. 31, 2002

Date Per diem ! Transportation Other purposes Total
U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar
Name of Member or employee Artival Departure Country Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent
P currency or U.S. currency or US. currency or US. currency or US.
currency 2 currency 2 currency 2 currency 2
Gilbert Macklin 1/14 1/18  Colombia 984.00 1,994.00
Marc Chretien /14 1/18  Colombia 984.00 1,994.00
Kevin Long 173 1/5 Venezuela 757.00 2369.00
1/5 1/10  Colombia 1,293.50
Christopher Donesa 1/6 1/10  Colombia 920.50 3,000.00
Hon. Christopher Shays 177 1/8 Turkey 468.00 ... 5,941.00
1/8 1710 lsrael 894.00 23725 s i
Lawrence Halloran ...........ccoovimeineinsiinnsinneinnens 177 1/8 Turkey 468.00 ..o 5,933.71
_ ) 1/8 110 Israel 894.00 23725 i s
Nicholas Palarino ..........c.ccooeveommmveennerrersenrerssssins 1/7 118 Turkey 468.00 .o 5,933.71
1/8 1710 lsrael 894.00 23725 s i
Dave Rapallo 171 1/8  Turkey 468.00 oo 5,933.71
............. Israel 894.00 23725 s i
Thomas Costa 1720 1/26  Bolivia 1,023.00 ... 2,988.00
Dave Rapallo 1/20 1/26  Bolivia 1,023.00 2,988.00
Hon. Ron Lewis 2/16 2/21  Russia 1,720.00
2/21 2/23  Germany 398.00
2/23 2/25  Netherlands 198.00
Hon. Todd Russell Platts .. 2/23 2/25  Germany X 1,025.98
Hon. Sharon Pinkerton .. 1/16 1/18  England X 4,973.00
1/18 1/19  Belgium .
1/19 1/21  Germany 324.00
121 1/22  The Netherlands 220.00
Committee total .......oovvvvcrecccvcciciiceess s 16,662.00 oo 4507811 s 949.00 v eereeneerenerenenens

LPer diem constitutes lodging and meals.
2|f foreign currency is used, enter U.S. dollar equivalent; if U.S. currency is used, enter amount expended.
DAN BURTON, Chairman, Apr. 30, 2002.
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2002.
Date Per diem ! Transportation Other purposes Total
U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar
Name of Member or employee Artival Departure Country Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent
P currency or US. currency or US. currency or US. currency or US.
currency 2 currency 2 currency? currency 2
David ADramOWItZ .........cococcceveccrveveeeerrcrniiiiaeserenenes 1/13 1716 Korea 614.00 614.00
1/16 1/17  Hong Kong 280.00 280.00
1717 1/21  Vietnam 491.00 491.00
Round trip commercial airfare ........cccocceevee oo, 6,233.91 6,233.91
Hon. Gary ACKErMaNn ..........ccooooommmvvemerrireemsiiessriis 1/5 1/6 Jordan 235.00 235.00
1/5 /11 lsrael 1,598.00 1,598.00
............. 5,835.95 5,835.95
David Adams 1/5 1/6 Jordan 235.00 235.00
1/5 /11 lsrael 1,598.00 1,598.00
Round trip commercial airfare ... oo, 6,841.15 6,841.15
2/15 2/20  India 1,300.00 1,300.00
2/21 2/24  Pakistan 636.00 636.00
2/24 2/25  United Kingdom 294.00 294.00
Round trip commercial airfare ........cccccoeeee oo 7,330.17 7,330.17
Douglas ANAEISON ....vveeeverereererressesreresessseresnnns 1/13 1/16  Korea 872.00 872.00
1/16 1/17  Hong Kong 349.00 349.00
1717 1/21  Vietnam 423.90 423.90
Round trip ial airfare .o e 5,766.26 5,766.26
Hon. Cass Ball 1/9 1/10  Nicaragua 96.00 ®) 96.00
1/10 1/13  Colombia 623.00 ©) 623.00
1/13 1/16  Paraguay 411.00 @) 411.00
1/16 1/18  Ecuador 94.00 (3) 94.00
Jessica Baumgarten 179 1/10  Nicaragua 201.00 () 201.00
1/10 1/13  Colombia 543.00 @) 543.00
1/13 1/16  Paraguay 467.00 (3) 467.00
1/16 1/18  Ecuador 94.00 ©) 94.00
Hon. Howard Berman ..........cccccccccocucuencicncncnccccnnnncs 1/16 1/17  El Salvador 213.00 213.00
Round trip commercial airfare .........ccocceevee oo, 2,427.50 2,427.50
Patrick T. BIENNAN ......cooovvveveveereeeecreeeseesess 1/16  Paraguay 240.00 240.00
Commercial airfare 2,036.30 2,036.30
1/18  Ecuador L2V (3) 52.00
Malik Chaka /11 South Africa 422.00 422.00
1/14  Mozambi 558.00 558.00
/17 Kenya 606.00 606.00
1/19  Uganda 514.0 514.00
Round trip commercial airfare ........ooccimee covverriin 8,011.88 8,011.88
Hon. Eliot Engel 174 1/8 Israel 1,448.00 1,448.00
Round trip commercial airfare .........cccccoeee oo 4,398.20 4,398.20
Hon. Jeff Flake 1/13 1716 South Africa 564.00 564.00
1/16 1/19  Namibia 356.00 356.00
Round trip commercial airfare .........ccccoeeee oo 6,763.58 6,763.58
Paul Gallis 2/16 2/19  Belgium 77100 s ) 771.00
2/10 2/21  France 700.00 700.00
Commercial @irfare .........ccooooevcemcemcieieies eveeriinnns 2,866.16 2,866.17
Kirsti Garlock 1/9 1/10  Nicaragua 151.00 () 151.00
1/10 1/13  Colombia 613.00 (3 613.00
1/13 1/16  Paraguay 367.00 (3 367.00
1/16 1/18  Ecuador 50.00 ©) 50.00
Kristin Gilley 2/15 2/20  India 1,100.00 1,100.00
2/21 2/24  Pakistan 586.00 586.00
2/24 2/25  United Kingdom 244.00 244.00
Round trip commercial airfare ........ccoceevee oo 7,330.17 7,330.17
Charisse Gl 1/13 1/16  South Africa 564.00 564.00
1/16 1/18  Namibia 238.00 238.00
Round trip commercial airfare .........ccocceevee oo 8,116.51 8,116.51
Matthew GODUSH ..o 1/8 1/12 China 1,180.00 1,180.00
1/12 1/15 Hong Kong 1,233.00 1,233.00
1/15 1/18  Japan 990.00 990.00
Round trip commercial airfare .........ccccooee v 6,269.25 6,269.25
Dennis Halpin 171 1/12 China 1,316.00 1,316.00
1/12 1/15  Hong Kong 1,233.00 1,233.00
1/15 1/18  Japan 990.00 990.00
Round trip commercial airfare .......ooccmee covverrii 7,037.67 7,037.67
Hon. Earl Hilliard ...........cccevoesesessssssseesereneneeneenens 113 1/6 Korea 804.00 804.00
1/6 17 Japan 278.00 278.00
Round trip | airfare . 5,871.41 5,871.41
AlYSSA JOTGENSON ...oovveeeeeereeeeeeee i 1/16  South Africa 564.00 564.00
1/20  Namibia 476.00 476.00
Round trip ial airfare ..o e 8,116.51 8,116.51
Trish Katyoka 1/6 1/11  South Africa 422.00 422.00
1711 1/14  Mozambi 558.00 558.00
1/14 1/17  Kenya 606.00 606.00
/17 1/19  Uganda 514.00 514.00
Round trip ial airfare ..o e 8,011.86 8,011.86
Kenneth Katzman 1/5 1/6 Jordan 235.00 235.00
1/5 /11 lsrael 1,598.00 1,598.00
Round trip ial airfare ..o e 6,841.45 6,841.45
David Killion 1/16 1722 Switzerland 1,554.00 1,554.00
Round trip ial airfare ..o s 5,538.01 5,538.01
Hon. Tom Lantos ........ccooveveemveereeereeseeeseeeeeeisenns 177 1/12 China 1,456.00 1,456.00
1/12 1/15 Hong Kong 1,233.00 1,233.00
1/15 1/18  Japan 963.00 963.00
Round trip ial airfare ... s 5,815.17 5,815.17
John Mackey 1/9 1/10  Nicaragua 201.00 ) 201.00
1/10 1/13  Colombia 663.00 (3) 663.00
1/13 1/16  Paraguay 567.00 (®) 567.00
1/16 1/18  Ecuador 94.00 @) 94.00
2/18 2/21  United Kingdom 882.00 882.00
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Date Per diem ! Transportation Other purposes Total
U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar
Name of Member or employee Arrival Departure Country Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent
P currency or U.S. currency or US. currency or US. currency or US.
currency currency 2 currency 2 currency 2
2/23  Austria 292.00 292.00
Round trip commercial airfare 7,203.67 7,203.67
Pearl Alice Marsh ..........cccccoooccceveiemminnscicinncncnienennes 1/11  South Africa 422.00 422.00
1/14  Mozambig 558.00 558.00
1/17  Kenya 606.00 606.00
1719 Uganda 514.00 514.00
Round trip commercial airfare 8,011.86 8,011.86
Caleb McCarry 1/10  Nicaragua 181.00 (3) 181.00
1/13  Colombia () 513.00
1/16  Paraguay () 464.00
1/18  Ecuador ©) 00.00
2/20  Haiti 308.00
671.50 671.50
Hon. Cynthia MCKINNEY .......cco.ooerveverrireeriiissriins 2/26  ltaly 968.00
Round trip commercial airfare 5,628.22 5,628.22
Joan 0'Donnell 1/11  South Africa 422.00
1/14  Mozambi 558.00
1/17  Kenya 606.00
1719 Uganda 514.00
Round trip commercial airfare 8,011,86 8,011.86
Paul 00Stburg-Sanz ..........cccooeveevevnrinnerinsirerins 1/10  Nicaragua (3) 162.30
1/13  Colombia () 176.70
1/16  Paraguay () 450.90
1/18  Ecuador () 16.60
2/20  Haiti 223.00
Round trip commercial airfare 671.50 671.50
Stephen Rademal 2/20  Austria 146.00
2/21  Belgium 207.00
2/23  United Kingdom 588.00
Round trip commercial airfare 6,825.33 6,825.33
2/21  Belgium 207.00 207.00
2/23  United Kingdom 588.00 588.00
Round trip commercial airfare 6,825.33 6,825.33
Francis Record 2/21  France 1,210.00 1,210.00
Round trip commercial airfare 5,926.00 5,926.00
Grover Joseph REes ............cooovcrveveeirenncrrreviiinnnennes 172 Philipp 607.11 607.11
Round trip comemrcial airfare 4,718.50 4,718.50
3/25  Peru 790.00 790.00
Round trip commercial airfare 5,387.00 5,387.00
Hon. lleana Ros-Lehtinen ..........cccccoovvervvemrverrrennes /11 Israel 1,598.00 1,598.00
Round trip commercial airfare 3,306.00 3,306.00
Hon. Ed Royce 1/16  South Africas 564.00 564.00
1/20  Namibia 476.00 476.0
Round trip commercial airfare 8,116.51 8,116.51
Thomas Sheehy 1/16  South Africa 564.00 564.00
1/20  Namibia 476.00 476.00
Round trip commercial airfare 8,116.51 8,116.51
Hon. Christopher Smith ........cc.ccoocoommmmerrveirrncrnnnns 3/23  Peru 420.00 420.00
Round trip commercial airfare 5,521.50 5,521.50
Samuel Stratman ... 2/20  India 965.00 965.00
2/24  Pakistan 586.00 586.00
2/25  United Kingdom 294.00 294.00
Round trip commercial airfare 9,746.22 9,746.22
Valerig Van BUIEN ......cvveeevveeerieneiessseees i 2/21  United Kingdom 882.00 882.0
2/23  Austria 292.00 292.0
Round trip commercial airfare 7,203.67 7,203.67
Hillel Weinberg 2/20  India 470.00 470.00
2/24  Pakistan 561.00 561.00
2/25  United Kingdom 294.00 294.00
Round trip commercial airfare 7,834.34 7,834.34
Peter Yeo 1/12 China 1,456.00 1,456.00
1/15  Hong Kong 1,233.00 1,233.00
/17 Japan 660.00 660.00
Round trip commercial airfare 6,773.17 6,773.17
Committee total 72,049.52 238,419.75 310,469.27

LPer diem constitutes lodging and meals.

2|f foreign currency is used, enter U.S. dollar equivalent; if U.S. currency is used, enter amount expended.
3Military air transportation.

4Reflects fiscal year 2001.

HENRY J. HYDE, Chairman.

REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, COMMITTEE ON RESOURCES, HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED BETWEEN JAN. 1 AND MAR. 31, 2002

Date Per diem ! Transportation Other purposes Total
U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar
Name of Member or employee Artival Departure Country Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent
P currency or US. currency or US. currency or US. currency or US.
currency 2 currency 2 currency? currency 2
Anthony M. Babauta .........cccoccovervenmmreernrcrrerrernenns 1/5 1/12 Republic of Palau 1,900.00 oo 5,959.55 7,859.55
Committee total .....cooooorvveeericrciiiricis s 1,900.00 i 5,959.55 7,859.55

1Per diem constitutes lodging and meals.
2|f foreign currency is used, enter U.S. dollar equivalent; if U.S. currency is used, enter amount expended.

REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, COMMITTEE ON SCIENCE, HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED

JAMES V. HANSEN, Chairman, Apr. 22, 2002.

BETWEEN JAN. 1 AND MAR. 31, 2002

Date Per diem ! Transportation Other purposes Total
U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar
Name of Member or employee Artival Departure Country Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent
P currency or US. currency or US. currency or US. currency or US.

currency 2 currency 2 currency? currency 2
Hon. Eddie Bernice JONSON ..........cooevervvevrmrrnerrnenes 223/ 2/26  ltaly 968.00 968.00
Commercial airfare ... cveveeeeeeen 6,221.72 6,221,72
COMMItEEE tO1Al ..ovovevreeeccrccccciicriererrceees cverereeees L1 6,221.72 7,189.72

LPer diem constitutes lodging and meals.
2|f foreign currency is used, enter U.S. dollar equivalent; if U.S. currency is used, enter amount expended.

SHERWOOD L. BOEHLERT, Chairman, Apr. 23, 2002.
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REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, COMMITTEE ON STANDARDS OF OFFICIAL CONDUCT, HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED BETWEEN JAN. 1 AND MAR.

31, 2002
Date Per diem ! Transportation Other purposes Total
U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar
Name of Member or employee Arrival Departure Country Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent
P currency or U.S. currency or US. currency or US. currency or US.
currency 2 currency 2 currency? currency 2

FOR HOUSE COMMITTEES
Please Note: If there were no expenditures during the calendar quarter noted above, please check the box at right to so indicate and return.

LPer diem constitutes lodging and meals.
2|f foreign currency is used, enter U.S. dollar equivalent; if U.S. currency is used, enter amount expended.
JOEL HEFLEY, Chairman, Apr. 23, 2002.

REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, COMMITTEE ON TRANSPORTATION AND INFRASTRUCTURE, HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED BETWEEN JAN. 1 AND

MAR. 31, 2002
Date Per diem ! Transportation Other purposes Total
U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar
Name of Member or employee Artival Departur Country Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent
parture currency or US. currency or US. currency or US. currency or US.
currency 2 currency 2 currency? currency 2

Hon. Don Young 2/14 2/17  Uruguay 512.00 512.00
2/17 2/19  Chile 592.00 592.00

2/19 2/22  PANAMA oo 642.00 642.00 642.00

Hon. Wayne Gilchrest ........ccoooovmrveermerresnnrerirnrii 2/14 2/17  Uruguay 512.00 512.00
217 2/19  Chile 592.00 592.00

2/19 2/22  Panama 642.00 642.00

Hon. Collin PEterson ..........ccoocceveeeeremmcrrvevunrnerenenes 2/14 2/17  Uruguay 512.00 512.00
2/17 2/19  Chile 592.00 592.00

2/19 2/22  Panama 642.00 642.00

Hon. Vern ERIErS ......oveeriveeneieeeiceieeeeees s 2/14 2/17  Uruguay 512.00 512.00
2117 2/19  Chile 592.00 592.00

2/19 2/22 Panama 642.00 642.00

Hon. John Mica 2/14 2/17  Uruguay 512.00 512.00
2117 2/19  Chile 592.00 592.00

2119 2/22  Panama 642.00 642.00

Hon. Marion BEMY .......cooevveomreernreeeeeeessnressssseinns 2/14 2/17  Uruguay 512.00 512.00
217 2/19  Chile 592.00 592.00

2/19 2/22  Panama 642.00 642.00

Lloyd Jones 2/14 2/17  Uruguay 512.00 512.00
2/17 2/19  Chile 592.00 592.00

2/19 2/22  Panama 642.00 642.00

Elizabeth Megginson ..........cccoovoeevevmrinneeeniererinenns 2/14 2/17  Uruguay 512.00 512.00
2117 2/19  Chile 592.00 592.00

2/19 2/22 Panama 642.00 642.00

Christing KENNEdy ........coovvvvmrvvrenrirsesrieeseiesssii 2/14 2/17  Uruguay 512.00 512.00
2117 2/19  Chile 592.00 592.00

2119 2/22  Panama 642.00 642.00

Jimmy Miller 2/14 2/17  Uruguay 512.00 512.00
217 2/19  Chile 592.00 592.00

2/19 2/22  Panama 642.00 642.00

Collin Chapman 2/14 2/17  Uruguay 512.00 512.00
2117 2/19  Chile 592.00 592.00

2/19 2/22  Panama 642.00 642.00

William Sharrow ......c.ooevveiireriiereeiieseeeeeseeeis 2/14 2/17  Uruguay 512.00 512.00
2/17 2/19  Chile 592.00 592.00

2/19 2/22  Panama 642.00 642.00

Glen S | 2/14 2/17  Uruguay 512.00 512.00
2117 2/19  Chile 592.00 592.00

2/19 2/22  Panama 642.00 642.00

Susan Bodine 2/14 2/17  Uruguay 512.00 512.00
2/17 2/19  Chile 592.00 592.00

2/19 2/22 Panama 642.00 642.00

Trinita Brown 2/14 2/17  Uruguay 512.00 512.00
2117 2/19  Chile 592.00 592.00

2/19 2/22  Panama 642.00 642.00

Art Chan 2/14 2/17  Uruguay 512.00 512.00
217 2/19  Chile 592.00 592.00

2/19 2/22  Panama 642.00 642.00

Frank Mulvey 2/14 2/17  Uruguay 512.00 512.00
2117 2/19  Chile 592.00 592.00

2/19 2/22  Panama 642.00 642.00

Committee total .......ccocoevvvmriericerieiienes v, 29,682 29,682

1Per diem constitutes lodging and meals.
2|f foreign currency is used, enter U.S. dollar equivalent; if U.S. currency is used, enter amount expended.
DON YOUNG, Chairman, Apr. 30, 2002.

REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, PERMANENT SELECT COMMITTEE ON INTELLIGENCE, EXPENDED BETWEEN JAN. 1 AND MAR. 31, 2002

Date Per diem ! Transportation Other purposes Total
U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar
Name of Member or employee Artival Departur Country Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent
parture currency or US. currency or US. currency or US. currency or US.

currency 2 currency 2 currency? currency 2
Hon. Jim GIbDONS ..o 17 1/15  Central/South AMENICa ...coocovevvviirrciies e 2,022.50 2,022.50
Commercial Qirfare ..........ccoooeevvecececiciins ceevreieenns 4,597.49 4,597.49
Christopher Barton ..........cccccooveeenerineeiinsieeeins 177 1/15  Central/South AMENCA ..oooovvveciieiieens s 2,022.50 2,022.50
Commercial airfare 4,286.67 4,286.67
Brant Bassett 1/15  Central/South AMENICa ....ccccoooovvvvvmmnines covivcrcrcrccrcncns 2,022.50 2,022.50
Commercial airfare 4,286.67 4,286.67
Michele Lang 1/15  Central/South AMENICA ...ovvvevveerveerierns e 2,022.50 2,022.50
Commercial Qirfare ..........ccccocoeeeveceiecieiens ceevseieenns 4,286.67 4,286.67
John Stopher 1/8 1/22  Asia 3,177.00 3,177.00
Commercial airfare ... cvevcecceeen 4,998.60 4,998.60

Hon. Douglas BEreuter .............oocwomeeveesmrevsnsrens 118 1710 Asia
Commercial @Irfare ... cerernri 1,866.79 1,866.79
Hon. Collin PELerson .........ccccoevvevveeervorersnreerrnnns 1/9 1/18  Central/South AMENICA ...oovevvverveerieres e 1,525.00 ... (3) 1,525.00
Hon. Saxby Chambli 1/9 1/16  Middle East 2,020.00 (3) 646.10 2,666.10
Hon. Jane Harman ..........ccoooeceeeeeemssmnscscncnccccecnennens 1/9 1/16  Middle East 2,020.00 @) 646.10 2,666.10
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Date Per diem ! Transportation Other purposes Total
U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar
Name of Member or employee Arrival Departure Country Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent
P currency or U.S. currency or US. currency or US. currency or US.
currency 2 currency 2 currency? currency 2

Hon. Peter Hoekstra .. 1/16  Middle East 2,020.00 (3) 646.10 2,666.10
Hon. Richard Burr ... 1/16  Middle East 2,020.00 (@] 646.10 2,666.10
James Lewis 1716 Middle East 2,020.00 () 646.10 2,666.10
Wyndee Parker 1/16  Middle East 2,020.00 () 646.10 2,666.10
Merrell Moorhead ..........ooc.coveveemmereerericisrreessrrin 1/26  Europe 1,032.00 1,032.00
Commercial airfare 6,247.67 6,247.67

Jay Jakub 1/26  Europe 1,032.00 1,032.00
Commercial airfare 5115.17 5,115.17
Michael Ennis 1/26  Europe 1,032.00 1,032.00
Commercial airfare 5,115.17 5115.17

Hon. Collin Peterson . 2/22  Central/South AMENiCa ......cocovverviieies e 1,746.00 oo (3) 1,746.00
Hon. James Gibbons . 2/24  Asia 1,381.00 36.34 1,417.34
Commercial airf 6,720.93 6,720.93
Michele Lang 2/24  Asia 1,381.00 36.34 1,417.34
Commercial airfare 4631.11 4,631.11
Brant Bassett 2124 Asia 1,381.00 36.34 1,417.34
Commercial airfare 6,720.93 6,720.93
Christopher Barton 2/24  Asia 1,381.00 36.34 1,417.34
Commercial a 6,852.19 6,852.19
Michael Meermans 2/24  Asia 1,381.00 36.34 1,417.34
Commercial a 6,720.93 6,720.93
Elizabeth Larson .. 2/24  Europe 1,308.00 1,308.00
Commercial a 6,834.46 6,834.46

Jay Jakub 2/23  Europe 1,032.00 1,032.00
Commercial airfare 5,116.32 5,116.32
ComMittee total ..oveveveeeeeerermreressrssseiereieees v 38,999.00  eveverereerenenns EZ e 4,058.30  oooeeeeerinennnnns 127,455.07

L'Per diem constitutes lodging and meals.

21f foreign currency is used, enter U.S. dollar equivalent; if U.S. currency is used, enter amount expended.

3Military air transportation.

PORTER J. GOSS, Chairman, Apr. 23, 2002.

REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, COMMISSION ON SECURITY AND COOPERATION IN EUROPE, HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED BETWEEN JAN. 1

AND MAR. 31, 2002

Name of Member or employee

Arrival

Date

Departure

Per diem ! Transportation Other purposes Total
Count U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar
1y Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent
currency or US. currency or US. currency or US. currency or US.
currency? currency 2 currency? currency 2

FOR HOUSE COMMITTEES

Please Note: If there were no expenditures during the calendar quarter noted above, please check the box at right to so indicate and return.

!Per diem constitutes lodging and meals.

2|f foreign currency is used, enter U.S. dollar equivalent; if U.S. currency is used, enter amount expended.

CHRIS SMITH, Apr. 30, 2002.

REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, DELEGATION TO JAPAN, THAILAND, AND KOREA, U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED BETWEEN JAN. 8 AND JAN.

20, 2002.
Date Per diem ! Transportation Other purposes Total
U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar
Name of Member or employee Artival Departure Country Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent
P currency or U.S. currency or US. currency or US. currency or US.

currency 2 currency 2 currency? currency 2

Hon. J. Dennis Hastert . 1/8 1/13  Japan ... Y204,534 1,558.00 (3) 1,558.00
Hon. Jennifer Dunn 1/8 /13 Japan Y204,534 1,558.00 () 1,558.00
Hon. Roy Blunt 1/8 /13 Japan Y204,534 1,558.00 () 1,558.00
HON. KAy GIANGET ...vvvvvoveesecssereveverenneeseesssssnnnnenes 1/8 1713 Japan Y204,534 1,558.00 () 1,558.00
Doug Bereuter 1/8 1/10  Japan Y86,645 660.00 660.00
Bill Livingood 1/8 1/13  Japan Y204,534 1,558.00 () 1,558.00
Scott Palmer 1/8 1/13  Japan 204,534 1,558.00 () 1,558.00
John Feehery 1/8 173 Japan Y204,534 1,558.00 () 1,558.00
Sam Lancaster 1/8 1/13  Japan Y204,534 1,558.00 (3) 1,558.00
Chris Walker 1/8 1/13  Japan Y204,534 1,558.00 () 1,558.00
Susan Hirsch 1/8 1/13  Japan Y204,534 1,558.00 () 1,558.00
Shant Ochs 1/8 173 Japan Y204,534 1,558.00 () 1,558.00
Dr. Eisold 1/8 /13 Japan Y204,534 1,558.00 () 1,558.00
Steve Rusnak 1/8 1/13  Japan Y204,534 1,558.00 ) 1,558.00
Mike Stokke 1/8 1/12  Japan Y167,513 1,276.00 1,276.00
Hon. J. Dennis Hastert . 1/13 1/17  Thailand 40, 928.00 () 928.00
Hon. Jennifer Dunn 1/13 1717 Thailand B40,832 928.00 (3) 928.00
Hon. Roy Blunt 1/13 1/17  Thailand B40,832 928.00 (3) 928.00
Hon. Kay Granger ........occoomeveemmreemerrermressneres 1/13 1/17  Thailand B40,832 928.00 (3) 928.00
Bill Livingood 1/13 1/17  Thailand B40,832 928.00 () 928.00
Scott Palmer 1/13 1/17  Thailand B40,832 928.00 () 928.00
John Feehery 1/13 1/17  Thailand B40,832 928.00 (3) 928.00
Sam Lancaster 1/13 1/17  Thailand B40,832 928.00 () 928.00
Chris Walker 1/13 1/17  Thailand B40,832 928.00 (3) 928.00
Susan Hirsch 1/13 1/17  Thailand B40,832 928.00 () 928.00
Shant Ochs 1/13 1/17  Thailand B40,832 928.00 () 928.00
Dr. Eisold 1/13 1/17  Thailand B40,832 928.00 () 928.00
Steve Rusnak 1/13 1/17  Thailand B40,832 928.00 (3) 928.00
Hon. J. Dennis Hastert . 117 1/20  Korea W1,050,020 804.00 () 804.00
Hon. Jennifer Dunn 1/17 1720 Korea W1,050,020 804.00 ®) 804.00
Hon. Roy Blunt 117 1/20  Korea W1,050,020 804.00 () 804.00
Hon. Kay Granger ............coooooeoeesesssessssssnsesereeeeenees /17 1/20  Korea W1,050,020 804.00 () 804.00
Bill Livingood 1/17 1720 Korea W1,050,020 804.00 () 804.00
John Feehery 117 1/20  Korea W1,050,020 804.00 (3) 804.00
Sam Lancaster 1717 1720 Korea W1,050,020 804.00 (3) 804.00
Chris Walker 117 1/20  Korea 804.00 (3) 804.00
Susan Hirsch 1717 1/20  Korea 804.00 () 804.00
Shant Ochs 117 1720 Korea 804.00 () 804.00
Dr. Eisold 117 1/20  Korea 804.00 () 804.00
Steve Rusnak 1717 1/20  Korea .... 804.00 ) 804.00
Committee total ..o e 44,706.00 44,706.00

1Per diem constitutes lodging and meals.

2|f foreign currency is used, enter U.S. dollar equivalent; if U.S. currency is used, enter amount expended.

3 Military air transportation.

J. DENNIS HASTERT, Chairman, Feb. 18, 2002.
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REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, DELEGATION TO BELGIUM AND FRANCE, HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED BETWEEN FEB. 16 AND FEB. 21, 2002

Date Per diem ! Transportation Other purposes Total

U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar
Name of Member or employee Arrival Depart Country Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent

miva eparture currency or US. currency or US. currency or US. currency or US.

currency ? currency 2 currency? currency 2

Hon. Doug BEreuter ............coooeeevevevommererevrrssnsnnenes 2/16 2/19  Belgium 77100 e ) 771.00
2/19 2/21  France 700.00 700.00
Hon. Michael Bilirakis .. 2/16 2/19  Belgium 771.00 ... ) 771.00
2119 2/21  France 700.00 700.00
Hon. Paul GIllMOr ........ecvvvereeeecrceeesieeeseseseri 2/16 2/19  Belgium 77100 e () 771.00
2/19 2/21  France 700.00 700.00
Hon. Porter GOSS .......ovevveveeeeeeeeeeeeeieeeseieeieseeeeens 2/16 2/19  Belgium T771.00 e (3) 771.00
2/19 2/21  France 700.00 700.00
Hon. Joel Hefley 2/16 2/19  Belgium 771.00 e ®) 771.00
2/19 2/21  France 700.00 700.00
Hon. Steve Horn 2/16 2/19  Belgium 771.00 e (3) 771.00
2/19 2/21  France 700.00 700.00
Hon. Nicholas Lampson ........ccocecvcvceemmerevevensnnnnnnns 2/16 2/19  Belgium 77100 s ) 771.00
2/19 2/21  France 700.00 700.00
Hon. Scott MCINNIS ..o 2/16 2/19  Belgium 77100 e ) 771.00
2119 2/21  France 700.00 700.00
Hon. Dennis MOOME ........ccvvveerverrereesesrireeseisesiis 2/16 2/19  Belgium 77100 e ) 771.00
2119 2/21  France 700.00 700.00
Hon. John Tanner .........cccoooveeeeeeeeveeeeeseeeeeeenes 2/16 2/19  Belgium 771.00 e (3) 771.00
2/19 2/21  France 700.00 700.00
Hon. Tom Udall 2/16 2/19  Belgium 77100 s (3 771.00
2/19 2/21  France 700.00 700.00
Michael Ennis 2/16 2/19  Belgium 77100 e 3 771.00
2/19 2/21  France 700.00 700.00
Robin Evans 2/16 2/19  Belgium 77100 e ) 771.00
2/19 2/21  France 700.00 700.00
............. 32,866.16 2,866.16
Charles JONNSON ....vovveveeceeeeeee e 2/16 2/19  Belgium 77100 s (3) 771.00
2/19 2/21  France 700.00 700.00
Kay King 2/16 2/19  Belgium 73 0V (3 771.00
2/19 2/21  France 700.00 700.00
Carol Lawrence 2/16 2/19  Belgium 77100 s ) 771.00
2/19 2/21  France 700.00 700.00
Merrill Moorehead 2/16 2/19  Belgium 77100 s ) 771.00
2119 2/21  France 700.00 700.00
Patrick Prisco 2/16 2/19  Belgium 77100 e (3 771.00
2/19 2/21  France 700.00 700.00
Susan Olson 2/16 2/19  Belgium 77100 e (3) 771.00
2119 2/21  France 700.00 700.00
Josephine Weber 2/16 2/19  Belgium 771.00 771.00
2/19 2/21  France 700.00 700.00
............. 32,866.16 2,866.16
Committee total .....oeveveeeeeemerirescrsseieieieees v 29,820.00 oo 5,732.32 35,152.32

1Per diem constitutes lodging and meals.
2|f foreign currency is used, enter U.S. dollar equivalent; if U.S. currency is used, enter amount expended.
3 Military air transportation.
DOUG BEREUTER, Chairman, Mar. 19, 2002.

REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, MR. WILLIAM JEFF KAHRS, HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED BETWEEN DEC. 29, 2001 AND JAN. 4, 2002

Date Per diem ! Transportation Other purposes Total
U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar
Name of Member or employee Artival Departure Country Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent
P currency or US. currency or US. currency or US. currency or US.

currency 2 currency 2 currency 2 currency 2
Jeff Kahrs, William ... 12/30 12 Philippi 582.00 4528.70 5,110.70
............. 150.00 150.00
12 13 USA 194.00 oo 50.00 244.00
CommMittee total ....oeeeweeeeeememreressrsseieicieees v L[V 4,728,70 5,504.70

1Per diem constitutes lodging and meals.
2|f foreign currency is used, enter U.S. dollar equivalent; if U.S. currency is used, enter amount expended.
WILLIAM JEFF KAHRS, Feb. 4, 2002.

REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, MR. DANIEL F. SCANDLING, HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED BETWEEN JAN. 2 AND JAN. 10, 2002

Date Per diem ! Transportation Other purposes Total
U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar
Name of Member or employee Artival Departure Country Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent
P currency or U.S. currency or US. currency or US. currency or US.
currency 2 currency 2 currency? currency 2
Daniel F. SCANANNG wecooveverererersrsereseeeerereerrrrrrrerene ereverenennes 12 USA 8,394 8,394
13 13 London 334 334
174 1/6 Pakistan 450 450
1/6 1/7  Afghanistan 252 252
7 19 Pakistan 524 524
1/10 USA

............. 3-200 —200
Committee Total .........cccvvvcivcveieisisiiiicicicies v 1360 i 8,394 9,754

LPer diem constitutes lodging and meals.
2|f foreign currency is used, enter U.S. dollar equivalent; if U.S. currency is used, enter amount expended.
3Unused per diem returned to U.S. Treasury.
DANIEL F. SCANDLING, Feb. 10, 2002.
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REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, HON. FRANK R. WOLF, HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED BETWEEN JAN. 2 AND JAN 10, 2002

Date Per diem ! Transportation Other purposes Total
U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar
Name of Member or Employee Artival Departure Country Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent
P currency or US. currency or US. currency or US. currency or US.

currency? currency 2 currency? currency 2
Rep. Frank R. WoIf ... 173 1/10  England, Pakistan, Afghanistan ......... 1,226.00 oo 8,394.08 9,620.00
............. —511.00 —511.00
Committee total ... v 71500 s 8,394.08 9,109.08

1Per diem constitutes lodging and meals.
2|f foreign currency is used, enter U.S. dollar equivalent; if U.S. currency is used, enter amount expended.
3Unused per diem returned to U.S. Treasury.

FRANK R. WOLF, Mar. 29, 2002.

REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, MR. RICHARD A CARNE, HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED BETWEEN JAN. 2 AND JAN. 11, 2002

Date Per diem ! Transportation Other purposes Total
U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar
Name of Member or employee Artival Departure Country Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent
P currency or U.S. currency or US. currency or US. currency or US.
currency 2 currency 2 currency? currency 2
RIChard A. CAME .....vvvvvrereeesererevererreneecsessssinnees 13 1/11  England, Pakistan, Afghanistan, UAE. 2,200.00 oo 8,359.78 10,559.78
Committee total ......eeeveeeeeeemmrversverississieeees e 2,200.00  oorererereienennns 8,359.78 10,559.78

Lper diem constitutes lodging and meals.
2|f foreign currency is used, enter U.S. dollar equivalent; if U.S. currency is used, enter amount expended.

RICK CARNE, Jan. 30, 2002.

REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, MS. XENIA HORCZAKIWSKYJ, HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED BETWEEN JAN. 13 AND JAN. 16, 2002

Date Per diem ! Transportation Other purposes Total
U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar
Name of Member or employee Arrival Departure Country Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent
P currency or U.S. currency or US. currency or US. currency or US.
currency? currency 2 currency? currency 2
Xenia Horczakiwskyj 1/13 1/16  Russia 1,050.00 oo 5,148.22 6,198.22
Committee total ..........cccvoovmmrimmieriiiiicicicees e 1,050.00 oo 5,148.22 6,198.22

LPer diem constitutes lodging and meals.
2|f foreign currency is used, enter U.S. dollar equivalent; if U.S. currency is used, enter amount expended.

XENIA HORCZAKIWSKYJ, Feb. 14, 2002.

REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, MR. DAMON NELSON, HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED ON FEB. 18, 2002

Date Per diem! Transportation Other purposes Total
U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar
Name of Member or employee Artival Departure Country Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent
P currency or US. currency or US. currency or US. currency or US.
currency? currency 2 currency? currency 2

FOR HOUSE COMMITTEES
Please Note: If there were no expenditures during the calendar quarter noted above, please check the box at right to so indicate and return.

1Per diem constitutes lodging and meals.
2|f foreign currency is used, enter U.S. dollar equivalent; if U.S. currency is used, enter amount expended.

DAMON NELSON, Mar. 14, 2002.

REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, HON. ENI F.H. FALEOMAVAEGA, HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED BETWEEN FEB. 15 AND FEB. 21, 2002

Date Per diem! Transportation Other purposes Total
U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar
Name of Member or employee Arrival Departure Country Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent
P currency or US. currency or US. currency or US. currency or US.

currency 2 currency 2 currency 2 currency 2
Hon. Eni Fal g 2/16 2121 New Zealand ........oooocvvveveeeeeeveveeeenerennnnne 1,920.00 804.00 v 5,405.60 6,209.60
2/21 2/21  Apia, WS 45.00 45.00
ComMittee total ..oooeveveeeereremeressrssseieicieies v 804.00 oo 5,450.60 6,254.60

Lper diem constitutes lodging and meals.
2|f foreign currency is used, enter U.S. dollar equivalent; if U.S. currency is used, enter amount expended.

ENI FALEOMAVAEGA, Mar. 27, 2002.

REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, MR. ALAN M. HANTMAN, HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED BETWEEN FEB. 15 AND FEB. 22, 2002

Date Per diem ! Transportation Other purposes Total
U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar
Name of Member or employee Arrival Departure Country Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent
P currency or U.S. currency or US. currency or US. currency or US.

currency ? currency 2 currency? currency 2
Alan M. Hantman ... 2/15 2/16  Belarus 226.91 226.91
2/16 2/20  Russia 1,720.00 1,720.00
2/21 2/22  Germany 398.00 398.00

Committee total

2,344.91 2,344.91

1Per diem constitutes lodging and meals.
2|f foreign currency is used, enter U.S. dollar equivalent; if U.S. currency is used, enter amount expended.
ALAN M. HANTMAN, Mar. 19, 2002.
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REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, MR. JOHN CUSEY, HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED BETWEEN MAR. 21 AND MAR. 25, 2002

Date Per diem! Transportation Other purposes Total
U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar
Name of Member or employee Arrival Departure Country Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent
P currency or U.S. currency or US. currency or US. currency or US.
currency 2 currency 2 currency 2 currency 2
John Cusey 3/21 3/25  Peru [$Z3 0 L T— 5419 6,060.15
Committee total ... v 64115 s 5419 6,060.15
1Per diem constitutes lodging and meals.
2|f foreign currency is used, enter U.S. dollar equivalent; if U.S. currency is used, enter amount expended.
JOHN CUSEY, Apr. 30, 2002.
EEEEEEEEEEE————
EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 6788. A letter from the Secretary, Depart- President, transmitting the FY 2003 Per-

ETC.

Under clause 8 of rule XII, executive
communications were taken from the
Speaker’s table and referred as follows:

6779. A letter from the Chairman and Chief
Executive Officer, Farm Credit Administra-
tion, transmitting the Administration’s final
rule—Electronic Commerce; Disclosure to
Shareholders (RIN: 3052-AC02) received April
30, 2002, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to
the Committee on Agriculture.

6780. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Defense, transmitting the De-
partment’s proposed bill entitled, ‘‘Repeal of
Various Reports Required by the Depart-
ment of Defense’; to the Committee on
Armed Services.

6781. A letter from the Chairman, Board of
Governors of the Federal Reserve System,
transmitting the Eighty-Eighth Annual Re-
port of the Board of Governors of the Federal
Reserve System covering operations during
calendar year 2001, pursuant to 12 U.S.C. 247;
to the Committee on Financial Services.

6782. A letter from the Director (FinCEN),
Department of the Treasury, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Financial
Crimes Enforcement Network; Anti-Money
Laundering Programs for Mutual Funds
(RIN: 1506-AA28) received April 24, 2002, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Financial Services.

6783. A letter from the Deputy Legal Coun-
sel, CDFI Fund, Treasury, Department of the
Treasury, transmitting the Department’s
final rule—Notice or Funds Availability
(NOFA) Inviting Applications for the First
Accounts Program—received April 22, 2002,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Financial Services.

6784. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
for Housing-Federal Housing Commissioner,
Department of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment, transmitting the Department’s final
report on the Portfolio Reengineering Dem-
onstration Program; to the Committee on
Financial Services.

6785. A letter from the Acting Adminis-
trator, Energy Information Administration,
Department of Energy, transmitting the En-
ergy Information Administration’s ‘‘Inter-
national Energy Outlook 2002, pursuant to
15 U.S.C. 790f(a)(2); to the Committee on En-
ergy and Commerce.

6786. A letter from the Secretary, Depart-
ment of Health and Human Services, trans-
mitting a report entitled ‘‘Performance Im-
provement 2002: Evaluation Activities of the
U.S. Department of Health and Human Serv-
ices”’; to the Committee on Energy and Com-
merce.

6787. A letter from the Deputy Assistant
Administrator, Office of Diversion Control,
Department of Justice, transmitting the De-
partment’s final rule—Control of Red Phos-
phorus, White Phosphorus and
Hypophosphorous Acid (and its salts) as List
I Chemicals [DEA Number 1 98F1] (RIN: 1117-
AAbBT) received May 7, 2002, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on En-
ergy and Commerce.

ment of Transportation, transmitting the
Department’s Final Report entitled, ‘‘Ejec-
tion Mitigation Using Advanced Glazing’’; to
the Committee on Energy and Commerce.

6789. A letter from the Secretary, Depart-
ment of Transportation, transmitting the
Department’s report entitled, ‘‘Effects of the
Alternative Motor Fuels Act CAFE Incen-
tives Policy’’; to the Committee on Energy
and Commerce.

6790. A letter from the Attorney-Advisor,
NHTSA, Department of Transportation,
transmitting the Department’s final rule—
Motor Vehicle Safety; Prohibitions on Sale
or Lease of Defective and Noncomplaint
Motor Vehicles and Items of Motor Vehicle
Equipment [Docket No. NHTSA-2002-12111]
(RIN: 2127-AI30) received April 25, 2002, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Commerce.

6791. A letter from the Principal Deputy
Associate Administrator, Environmental
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule— Approval and Promulgation
of Implementation Plans South Carolina:
Approval of Revisions to the 1-Hour Ozone
Maintenance State Implementation Plan for
the Cherokee County [SC-039; 043-200222(a);
FRIL-7202-4] received April 24, 2002, pursuant
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Energy and Commerce.

6792. A letter from the Director of Govern-
mental Affairs, Commission on International
Religious Freedom, transmitting the Com-
mission’s Report on Sudan, pursuant to 22
U.S.C. 6433 Public Law 105-292 section 203; to
the Committee on International Relations.

6793. A letter from the Chair, Commission
on International Religious Freedom, trans-
mitting the Commission’s 2002 Annual Re-
port, pursuant to 22 U.S.C. 6412 Public Law
105-292 section 102; to the Committee on
International Relations.

6794. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
for Legislative Affairs, Department of State,
transmitting notification that the Depart-
ment’s annual report on international ter-
rorism, Patterns of Global Terrorism: 2001,
scheduled for transmission on April 30, will
be delayed this year; to the Committee on
International Relations.

6795. A letter from the Secretary of Labor,
Pension Benefit Guaranty Corporation,
transmitting the Pension Benefit Guaranty
Corporation’s semiannual report in compli-
ance with the Office of Inspector General for
the period April 1, 2001 through September
30, 2001, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. app. (Insp. Gen.
Act) section 8G(h)(2); to the Committee on
Government Reform.

6796. A letter from the Secretary, Depart-
ment of Agriculture, transmitting the FY
2001 report pursuant to the Federal Man-
agers’ Financial Integrity Act, pursuant to
31 U.S.C. 3512(c)(3); to the Committee on
Government Reform.

6797. A letter from the Secretary, Depart-
ment of Education, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s Accountability Report for FY 2001; to
the Committee on Government Reform.

6798. A letter from the United States Trade
Representative, Executive Office of the

formance Plan and FY 2001 Annual Perform-
ance Report; to the Committee on Govern-
ment Reform.

6799. A letter from the Chairman, Federal
Maritime Commission, transmitting the An-
nual Program Performance Report for FY
2001; to the Committee on Government Re-
form.

6800. A letter from the Office of White
House Liaison, National Oceanic and Atmos-
pheric Administration, transmitting a report
pursuant to the Federal Vacancies Reform
Act of 1998; to the Committee on Govern-
ment Reform.

6801. A letter from the Deputy General
Counsel and Designated Reporting Official,
Office of National Drug Control Policy,
transmitting a report pursuant to the Fed-
eral Vacancies Reform Act of 1998; to the
Committee on Government Reform.

6802. A letter from the Assistant Adminis-
trator, Office of Oceanic and Atmospheric
Research, National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration, transmitting the Adminis-
tration’s final rule—NOAA Ocean Explo-
ration Initiative [Docket No. 010813205-2043-
02] (RIN: 0648-XAT4) received April 25, 20024,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Resources.

6803. A letter from the Deputy Assistant
Administrator for Regulatory Programs, Na-
tional Oceanic and Atmospheric Administra-
tion, transmitting the Administration’s final
rule—Financial Assistance for Environ-
mental Education Projects in the Chesa-
peake Bay Watershed [Docket No. 020314059-
2059-01; I.D. 022602B] (RIN: 0648-ZB16) received
April 24, 2002, pursuant to 5 TU.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Resources.

6804. A letter from the Assistant Attorney
General, Office of Legislative Affairs, De-
partment of Justice, transmitting the 2000
Annual Report of the National Institute of
Justice (NIJ); to the Committee on the Judi-
ciary.

6805. A letter from the Director, Office of
Congressional Affairs, Nuclear Regulatory
Commission, transmitting the Commission’s
final rule—Debt Collection Procedures (RIN:
3150-AG80) received May 2, 2002, pursuant to
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

6806. A letter from the Attorney-Advisor,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Federal Motor
Vehicle Safety Standards; Bus Emergency
Exits and Window Retention and Release
[DOT Docket No. NHTSA-99-5157] (RIN: 2127-
AHO03) received April 25, 2002, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

6807. A letter from the Paralegal Spe-
cialist, FAA, Department of Transportation,
transmitting the Department’s final rule—
Modification of the Santa Ana Class C Air-
space Area; CA [Docket No. FAA-2001-10432;
Airspace Docket No. 01-AWA-05] (RIN: 2120-
AAG66) received April 30, 2002, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

6808. A letter from the Paralegal Spe-
cialist, FAA, Department of Transportation,



May 14, 2002

transmitting the Department’s final rule—
Establishment of Class E Airspace: Elkton,
MD [Airspace Docket No. 01-AEA-27] re-
ceived April 30, 2002, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

6809. A letter from the Paralegal Spe-
cialist, FAA, Department of Transportation,
transmitting the Department’s final rule—
Revision to Class E Surface Area at
Marysville Yuba County Airport, CA [Air-
space Docket No. 01-AWP-22] received April
30, 2002, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to
the Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure.

6810. A letter from the Paralegal Spe-
cialist, FAA, Department of Transportation,
transmitting the Department’s final rule—
Amendment to Class E Airspace;
Caruthersville, MO [Airspace Docket No. 02-
ACE-3] received April 30, 2002, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

6811. A letter from the Paralegal Spe-
cialist, FAA, Department of Transportation,
transmitting the Department’s final rule—
Revision of VOR Federal Airway 105 and Jet
Route 86, AZ; and the Establishment of Jet
Routes 614 and 616 [Docket No. FAA-2001-
9559; Airspace Docket No. 01-AWP-02] re-
ceived April 30, 2002, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

6812. A letter from the Paralegal Spe-
cialist, FAA, Department of Transportation,
transmitting the Department’s final rule—
Airworthiness Directives; Fairchild Aircraft,
Inc. Models SA226 and SA227 Series Air-
planes [Docket No. 2001-CE-47-AD; Amend-
ment 39-12709; AD 2002-08-02] (RIN: 2120-A A64)
received April 30, 2002, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

6813. A letter from the Paralegal Spe-
cialist, FAA, Department of Transportation,
transmitting the Department’s final rule—
Establishment of Class E Airspace; EWT 4
Heliport, Honey Grove, PA [Airspace Docket
No. 01-AEA-25] received April 30, 2002, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee
on Transportation and Infrastructure.

6814. A letter from the Paralegal Spe-
cialist, FAA, Department of Transportation,
transmitting the Department’s final rule—
Airworthiness Directives; Fairchild Aircraft,
Inc. SA226 and SA227 Series Airplanes [Dock-
et No. 2001-CE-17-AD; Amendment 39-12708;
AD 2002-08-01] (RIN: 2120-A A64) received April
30, 2002, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to
the Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure.

6815. A letter from the Paralegal Spe-
cialist, FAA, Department of Transportation,
transmitting the Department’s final rule—
Airworthiness Directives; Bombardier Model
DHC-8-400, -401, and -402 Series Airplanes
[Docket No. 2002-NM-35-AD; Amendment 39-
12713; AD 2002-08-05] (RIN: 2120-A A64) received
April 30, 2002, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

6816. A letter from the Paralegal Spe-
cialist, FAA, Department of Transportation,
transmitting the Department’s final rule—
Airworthiness Directives; Boeing Model 777-
200 and -300 Series Airplanes [Docket No.
2002-NM-38-AD; Amendment 39-12714; AD
2002-08-06] (RIN: 2120-AA64) received April 30,
2002, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure.

6817. A letter from the Paralegal Spe-
cialist, FAA, Department of Transportation,
transmitting the Department’s final rule—
Airworthiness Directives; Boeing Model 767-
200, -300, and -300F Series Airplanes [Docket
No. 2001-NM-189-AD; Amendment 39-12715; AD
2002-08-07] (RIN: 2120-AA64) received April 30,
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2002, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure.

6818. A letter from the Paralegal Spe-
cialist, FAA, Department of Transportation,
transmitting the Department’s final rule—
Airworthiness Directives; Airbus Model A300
B2, A300 B4, A300 B4-600, and A300 B4-600R Se-
ries Airplanes; and Model A300 F4-605R Air-
planes [Docket No. 99-NM-86-AD; Amend-
ment 39-12699; AD 2002-07-05] (RIN: 2120-A A64)
received April 30, 2002, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

6819. A letter from the Paralegal Spe-
cialist, FAA, Department of Transportation,
transmitting the Department’s final rule—
Airworthiness Directives; Boeing Model 737-
200, -200C, -300, -400, and -500 Series Airplanes
[Docket No. 98-NM-196-AD; Amendment 39-
12702; AD 2002-07-08] (RIN: 2120-AA64) received
April 30, 2002, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

6820. A letter from the Paralegal Spe-
cialist, FAA, Department of Transportation,
transmitting the Department’s final rule—
Airworthiness Directives; Boeing Model 727,
727C, 727-100, 727-100C, 727-200, and 727-200F
Series Airplanes [Docket No. 99-NM-105-AD;
Amendment 39-12703; AD 2002-07-09] (RIN:
2120-AA64) received April 30, 2002, pursuant
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

6821. A letter from the Paralegal Spe-
cialist, FAA, Department of Transportation,
transmitting the Department’s final rule—
Airworthiness Directives; Boeing Model 737-
200, -200C, -300, -400, and -500 Series Airplanes
[Docket No. 2000-NM-73-AD; Amendment 39-
12704; AD 2002-07-10] (RIN: 2120-AA64) received
April 30, 2002, pursuant to b5 TU.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

6822. A letter from the Paralegal Special,
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule—Air-
worthiness Directives; Boeing Model 737- 200
and -200C Series Airplanes [Docket No. 2000-
NM-74-AD; Amendment 39-12705; AD 2002-07-
11] (RIN: 2120-AA64) received April 30, 2002,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture.

6823. A letter from the Paralegal Spe-
cialist, FAA, Department of Transportation,
transmitting the Department’s final rule—
Airworthiness Directives; Pratt & Whitney
JTI9D-TR4 Series Turbofan Engines [Docket
No. 2001-NE-16-AD; Amendment 39-12698; AD
2002-07-04] (RIN: 2120-AA64) received April 30,
2002, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure.

6824. A letter from the Paralegal Spe-
cialist, FAA, Department of Transportation,
transmitting the Department’s final rule—
Airworthiness Directives; Boeing Model 777-
200 Series Airplanes Equipped With General
Electric GE90 Series Engines [Docket No.
2002-NM-30-AD; Amendment 39-12701; AD
2002-07-07] (RIN: 2120-AA64) received April 30,
2002, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure.

6825. A letter from the Paralegal Spe-
cialist, FAA, Department of Transportation,
transmitting the Department’s final rule—
Airworthiness Directives; McDonnell Doug-
las Model DC-9-10, -20, -30, -40, and -50 Series
Airplanes; and C-9 Airplanes [Docket No.
2000-NM-324-AD; Amendments 39-12700; AD
2002-07-06] (RIN: 2120-AA64) received April 30,
2002, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure.

6826. A letter from the Chief, Regulations
Division, Department of the Treasury, trans-
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mitting the Department’s final rule—Elimi-
nation of Application to Remove Tobacco
Products from Manufacturer’s Premises for
Experimental Purposes [T.D. ATF-478; Re:
Notice No. 931] (RIN: 1512-AC32) received
April 29, 2002, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

6827. A letter from the Secretary, Depart-
ment of Transportation, transmitting the
Department’s Research and Development,
Competitive Merit Review Selection and
Performance Measurement Evaluation pur-
suant to Section 5108 of the Transportation
Equity Act for the Twenty-First Century
(Pub. Law 105-178); jointly to the Commit-
tees on Transportation and Infrastructure
and Science.

6828. A letter from the Chief Executive Of-
ficer, Washington Metropolitan Area Transit
Authority, transmitting the Comprehensive
Annual Financial Report (CAFR) for the fis-
cal year ended June 30, 2001, pursuant to 31
U.S.C. 3512(c)(3); jointly to the Committees
on Transportation and Infrastructure and
Government Reform.

———

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of
committees were delivered to the Clerk
for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:

Mr. BURTON: Committee on Government
Reform. Justice Undone: Clemency Decisions
in the Clinton White House (Rept. 107-454).
Referred to the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union.

Mr. HANSEN: Committee on Resources.
H.R. 1370. A bill to amend the National Wild-
life Refuge System Administration Act of
1966 to authorize the Secretary of the Inte-
rior to provide for maintenance and repair of
buildings and properties located on lands in
the National Wildlife Refuge System by les-
sees of such facilities, and for other pur-
poses; with amendments (Rept. 107-455). Re-
ferred to the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union.

Mr. HANSEN: Committee on Resources.
H.R. 2643. A bill to authorize the acquisition
of additional lands for inclusion in the Fort
Clatsop National Memorial in the State of
Oregon, and for other purposes; with an
amendment (Rept. 107-456). Referred to the
Committee of the Whole House on the State
of the Union.

Mr. THOMAS: Committee on Ways and
Means. H.R. 4626. A bill to amend the Inter-
nal Revenue Code of 1986 to accelerate the
marriage penalty relief in the standard de-
duction and to modify the work opportunity
credit and the welfare-to-work credit; with
an amendment (Rept. 107-457). Referred to
the Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER: Committee on the
Judiciary. H.R. 2624. A bill to authorize the
Attorney General to make grants to honor,
through permanent tributes, men and women
of the United States who were killed or dis-
abled while serving as law enforcement or
public safety officers (Rept. 107-458). Re-
ferred to the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER: Committee on the
Judiciary. H.R. 3892. A bill to amend title 28,
United States Code, to make certain modi-
fications in the judicial discipline proce-
dures, and for other purposes; with an
amendment (Rept. 107-459). Referred to the
Committee on the Whole House on the State
of the Union.

Mr. TAUZIN: Committee on Energy and
Commerce. H.R. 4584. A Dbill to amend title
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XIX of the Social Security Act to extend the
authorization of transitional medical assist-
ance for 1 year (Rept. 107-461). Referred to
the Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union.

Mr. TAUZIN: Committee on Energy and
Commerce. H.R. 4584. A bill to amend title V
of the Social Security Act to extend the ab-
stinence education funding under maternal
and child health program through fiscal year
2007 (Rept. 107-462). Referred to the Com-
mittee of the Whole House on the State of
the Union.

DISCHARGE OF COMMITTEE

Pursuant to clause 2 of rule XII the
Committee on Education and the
Workforce discharged from furhter
consideration. H.R. 4090 referred to the
Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union and ordered to be
printed.

———

REPORTED BILL SEQUENTIALLY
REFERRED

Under clause 2 of rule XII, bills and
reports were delivered to the Clerk for
printing, and bills referred as follows:

Mr. THOMAS: Committee on Ways and
Means. H.R. 4090. A bill to reauthorize and
improve the program of block grants to
States for temporary assistance for needy
families, and for other purposes, with an
amendment; referred to the Committee on
Education and the Workforce for a period
ending not later than May 14, 2002, for con-
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sideration of such provisions of the bill and
amendment as fall within the jurisdiction of
that committee pursuant to clause 1(e), rule
X (Rept. 107460 Pt. 1).

———

MEMORIALS

Under clause 3 of rule XII, memorials
were presented and referred as follows:

236. The SPEAKER presented a memorial
of the Senate of the Commonwealth of Penn-
sylvania, relative to Senate Resolution No.
97 memorializing the United States Congress
to honor Commodore John Barry as the first
flag officer of the United States Navy; to the
Committee on Armed Services.

237. Also, a memorial of the Legislature of
the State of Hawaii, relative to House Con-
current Resolution No. 10 memorializing the
United States Congress and the Department
of Labor to relax the federal requirements on
the use of federal funds for job training and
employment programs such as the Dis-
located Worker Program to enable the State
to address its unique employment concerns
in an effective manner; to the Committee on
Education and the Workforce.

238. Also, a memorial of the Senate of the
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, relative to
Senate Resolution No. 155 memorializing the
United States Congress that locating a large
housing development within the boundaries
of the Valley Forge National Historic Park
is against the spirit of the original convey-
ance to the Federal Government approved by
the Commonwealth; to the Committee on
Resources.

May 14, 2002

239. Also, a memorial of the Legislature of
the State of Hawaii, relative to House Con-
current Resolution No. 9 memorializing the
United States Congress to pass legislation to
provide loan assistance to small businesses;
to the Committee on Small Business.

240. Also, a memorial of the Legislature of
the State of Hawaii, relative to House Con-
current Resolution No. 13 memorializing the
United States Congress to pass legislation
allowing for the deduction of all travel ex-
penses from federal income taxation; to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

241. Also, a memorial of the Legislature of
the State of Hawaii, relative to House Con-
current Resolution No. 11 memorializing the
United States Congress to introduce or sup-
port legislation for the provision of emer-
gency medical assistance for those workers
displaced as a result of the terrorist attacks
of September 11, 2001; jointly to the Commit-
tees on Energy and Commerce, Ways and
Means, and Education and the Workforce.

———

PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clause 3 of rule XII,

56. The SPEAKER presented a petition of
the Legislature of Rockland County, New
York, relative to Resolution No. 21 peti-
tioning the United States Congress to au-
thorize the County of Rockland to call for
the immediate closure of the Indian Point
nuclear facility until safety studies are com-
pleted and adequate security measures are
taken; which was referred to the Committee
on Energy and Commerce.

NOTICE

Incomplete record of House proceedings.
Today’s House proceedings will be continued in the next issue of the Record.
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